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REPORT

113TH CONGRESS
SENATE 113-44

1st Session

AUTHORIZING APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2014 FOR MILITARY
ACTIVITIES OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, FOR MILITARY CON-
STRUCTION, AND FOR DEFENSE ACTIVITIES OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
ENERGY, TO PRESCRIBE PERSONNEL STRENGTHS FOR SUCH FISCAL
YEAR, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES

JUNE 20, 2013.—Ordered to be printed

Mr. LEVIN, from the Committee on Armed Services,
submitted the following

REPORT
together with
ADDITIONAL VIEWS

[To accompany S. 1197]

The Committee on Armed Services reports favorably an original
bill (S. 1197) to authorize appropriations for the fiscal year 2014
for military activities of the Department of Defense, for military
construction, and for defense activities of the Department of En-
ergy, to prescribe military personnel strengths for such fiscal year,
and for other purposes, and recommends that the bill do pass.

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

This bill would:

(1) authorize appropriations for (a) procurement, (b) re-
search, development, test and evaluation, (c¢) operation and
maintenance and the revolving and management funds of the
Department of Defense for fiscal year 2014;

(2) authorize the personnel end strengths for each military
active duty component of the Armed Forces for fiscal year
2014;

(3) authorize the personnel end strengths for the Selected
Reserve of each of the reserve components of the Armed Forces
for fiscal year 2014;

(4) impose certain reporting requirements;

(5) impose certain limitations with regard to specific procure-
ment and research, development, test and evaluation actions
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and manpower strengths; provide certain additional legislative
authority, and make certain changes to existing law;
(6) authorize appropriations for military construction pro-
grams of the Department of Defense for fiscal year 2014; and
(7) authorize appropriations for national security programs
of the Department of Energy for fiscal year 2014.

Committee overview

The United States armed forces have been involved in armed
conflict since September 11, 2001. Now, after almost twelve years
of continuous conflict, U.S. forces are drawing down in Afghanistan
and are no longer deployed in Iraq. By the end of 2014, the United
States plans to have completed the transition of security responsi-
bility in Afghanistan to the Afghanistan National Security Forces
(ANSF). Already, there are clear signs that Afghan security forces
are capable of taking the fight to the Taliban, and are doing so ef-
fectively.

Nonetheless, the United States continues to face serious security
challenges around the globe.

In the Middle East, the situation in Syria continues to grow
worse, with the death toll rising, the refugee population rapidly
growing, the extremist al Nusrah Front expanding, the security of
Syria’s chemical weapons stockpile in doubt, and the risk of re-
gional instability increasing, while Iran continues to flout the inter-
national community with its unacceptable pursuit of a nuclear
weapons program.

In the Asia-Pacific region, the dictatorial North Korean regime
has made a series of belligerent declarations, while announcing its
intention to restart plutonium production, testing a nuclear device,
putting a satellite in orbit using technologies associated with long
range ballistic missiles, and displaying a road-mobile missile
launcher.

Al Qaeda continues to demonstrate an ability to mutate and ex-
ploit safe havens in areas such as North Africa, the Horn of Africa,
and Yemen. While weakened, al Qaeda and its associated forces re-
main focused on carrying out terrorist activities against the United
States and U.S. interests around the world.

Here at home, the United States remains uniquely vulnerable to
attacks on computer networks critical to our economy, to the provi-
sion of public services, and to national security.

The men and women of our armed forces have worked honorably
and courageously to take on these challenges on our behalf, often
at great personal risk and significant sacrifice to themselves and
their families. The committee, the Congress, and the American peo-
ple owe them a debt of gratitude for this service.

To date in this First Session of the 113th Congress, the Com-
mittee on Armed Services has conducted 44 hearings and formal
briefings on the President’s budget request for fiscal year 2014,
threats to our national security, and related matters. In order to
provide a framework for the consideration of these matters, the
committee identified 10 guidelines for its consideration of the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014. These guide-
lines are as follows:

1. Sustain the quality of life of the men and women of the all-
volunteer force (active duty, National Guard and Reserves) and



3

their families, as well as Department of Defense civilian personnel,
through fair pay, policies and benefits, and address the needs of
the wounded, ill, and injured service members and their families.

2. Reduce our Nation’s strategic risk by taking action aimed at
restoring, as soon as possible, the readiness of the military services
to conduct the full range of their assigned missions.

3. Provide our servicemen and women with the resources, train-
ing, technology, equipment, and authorities they will need to suc-
ceed in future combat, counterinsurgency, and stability operations.

4. Enhance the capability of the U.S. armed forces to support the
ANSF and Afghan Local Police as the lead responsibility for secu-
rity throughout Afghanistan transitions to the ANSF.

5. Enhance the capability of the U.S. armed forces and the secu-
rity forces of allied and friendly nations to defeat al Qaeda, its af-
filiates and other violent extremist organizations.

6. Improve the ability of the armed forces to counter emerging
and nontraditional threats, focusing on terrorism, cyber warfare,
and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their
means of delivery.

7. Address the threats from nuclear weapons and materials by
strengthening nonproliferation programs, maintaining a credible
nuclear deterrent, reducing the size of the nuclear weapons stock-
pile, and ensuring the safety, security and reliability of the stock-
pile, the delivery systems, and the nuclear infrastructure.

8. Terminate troubled or unnecessary programs and activities,
identify efficiencies, and reduce defense expenditures in light of the
Nation’s budget deficit problems. Ensure the future capability, via-
bility, and fiscal sustainability of the all-volunteer force.

9. Emphasize the reduction of dependency on fossil fuels and
seek greater energy security and independence and pursue techno-
logical advances in traditional and alternative energy storage,
power systems, operational energy tactical advantages, renewable
energy production, and more energy efficient ground, air, and naval
systems.

10. Promote aggressive and thorough oversight of the Depart-
ment’s programs and activities to ensure proper stewardship of tax-
payer dollars and compliance with relevant laws and regulations.

11. At the same time, the committee remains deeply concerned
about the continuing impact of sequestration on the United States
armed forces, and on U.S. national security. While the committee
has endeavored to address some of the adverse impacts of seques-
tration in fiscal year 2013 on the Department of Defense, the bill
recommended by the committee uses the budget level commonly
recommended by the President, the Senate, and the House of Rep-
resentatives as a guidepost. None of these budgets accounts for the
possibility of continued sequestration in fiscal year 2014.

12. Our senior military leaders have uniformly cautioned Con-
gress and the American people that the continuation of sequestra-
tion in fiscal year 2014 will damage our security and harm the
troops they lead.

The Secretary of Defense testified that continued sequestration
will “require dramatic reductions in core military capabilities” and
“the scope and activities of our [armed forces around the] world.”
The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff warned the committee
that it will “severely limit our ability to implement our defense
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strategy. It will put the nation at greater risk of coercion, and it
will break faith with men and women in uniform.”

The Secretary of the Army told the committee: “Simply put, to
continue sequestration into fiscal year 14 and beyond would not
only be irresponsible [and] devastating to the force, but it would
also directly hamper our ability to . . . provide sufficiently trained
and ready forces to protect our national interests.” The Chief of
Staff of the Army testified:

“The fiscal year ’13 fiscal situation will have grave and
immediate readiness impacts on all forces not serving in
Afghanistan or forward in Korea—impacts which will have
a significant impact well into fiscal year ’14 and beyond.
Just a few of the actions we will be forced to take are, for
example, we’ll curtail training for 80 percent of ground
forces. This will impact our units’ basic warfighting skills
and induce shortfalls across critical specialties, including
aviation, intelligence, engineering, and even our ability to
recruit soldiers into our Army. . . . For fiscal year 14 and
beyond, sequestration will result in the loss of at least an
additional 100,000 personnel, soldiers from the active
Army, the Army National Guard, and the U.S. Army Re-
serve. . . . Sequestration will result in delays to every one
of our 10 major modernization programs, the inability to
re-set our equipment after 12 years of war, and unaccept-
able reductions in unit and individual training. . . . It
will place an unreasonable burden on the shoulders of our
soldiers and civilians. . . . If we do not have the resources
to train and equip the force, our soldiers, our young men
and women, are the ones who will pay the price, poten-
tially with their lives.”

The Chief of Naval Operations testified that sequestration
“would fundamentally change the Navy as currently organized,
trained and equipped.” If sequestration is allowed to remain in
place in fiscal year 2014 and beyond, he told the committee:

“[Olur Navy may be a fleet of around 230 ships. That
would be a loss of more than 50 ships, including the loss
of at least two carrier strike groups. We would be com-
pelled to retire ships early and reduce procurement of new
ships and aircraft. This would result in a requisite reduc-
tion in our end strength. Every program will be affected
and . . . programs such as the F-35 Lightning II, next
generation ballistic missile submarine and Littoral Combat
Ship might be reduced or terminated. Inevitably, these
changes will severely damage our industrial base. Some
shipyards will not be able to sustain steady construction or
maintenance operations and may close or be inactivated.
Aviation depots will reduce their operations or become
idle. Aircraft and weapons manufacturers will slow or stop
their work entirely. In particular, the small firms that are
often the sole source for particular ship and aircraft com-
ponents will quickly be forced to shut down. Once these
companies and their engineers and craftspeople move on to
other work, they are hard to reconstitute, sometimes im-
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possible, at a later date when our national security de-
mands it.”

Even before the imposition of further sequestration cuts in fiscal
year 2014, the Vice Chief of Naval Operations told the committee,
the Navy will have to “reduce intermediate-level ship maintenance,
defer an additional 84 aircraft and 184 engines for depot mainte-
nance, and defer eight of 33 planned depot-level surface ship main-
tenance availabilities. At our shore bases, we have deferred about
16% of our planned FY13 shore facility sustainment and upgrades,
about $1 billion worth of work. . . . By the end of FY13, a majority
of our non-deployed ships and aviation squadrons—nearly two
thirds of the fleet—will be less than fully mission capable and not
certified for Major Combat Operations.”

The Commandant of the Marine Corps stated: “Sequestration
will leave ships in ports, aircraft grounded for want of necessary
maintenance and flying hours, units only partially trained and
reset after 12 years of continuous combat, and modernization pro-
grams canceled.” The result, he added, would be “a lapse in Amer-
ican leadership” that “will have a deleterious effect on the stability
of global order, the perceptions of our enemies, and the confidence
of our allies.” The Assistant Commandant of the Marine Corps tes-
tified that as a result of sequestration in fiscal year 2013 alone:
“The Marine Corps will have 44 scheduled aircraft depot inductions
across all type/model/series that will not occur as a result of se-
questration reduction to the FY13 budget. Of the 44 aircraft, 23 are
F/A-18A-D aircraft. This will result in less aircraft available for as-
signment to Marine F/A-18 squadrons and reduce the assets avail-
able for training and operational support. . . . The long term effect
on non-deployed F/A-18 squadrons is the inability of the unit to
achieve and maintain minimum combat readiness required for fol-
low-on deployments.”

The Secretary of the Air Force told the committee that sequestra-
tion will “severely degrade Air Force readiness.” He explained:

“Lost flight hours will cause unit stand downs which will
result in severe, rapid, and long-term unit combat readi-
ness degradation. We have already ceased operations for
one-third of our fighter and bomber force. Within 60 days
of a stand down, the affected units will be unable to meet
emergent or operations plans requirements. Lost currency
training requires six months to a year to return to current
suboptimal levels, with desired flying proficiency for crew-
members requiring even longer. . . . Depot delays will
also result in the grounding of some affected aircraft. The
deferments mean idled production shops, a degradation of
workforce proficiency and productivity, and corresponding
future volatility and operational costs. It can take two-to-
three years to recover full restoration of depot workforce
productivity and proficiency. . . . All of these sequestra-
tion impacts negatively affect Air Force full-spectrum read-
iness at a time when we have been striving to reverse a
declining trend in this critical area. . . . Sequestration
cuts to Air Force modernization will impact every one of
our investment programs. These program disruptions will,
over time, cost more taxpayer dollars to rectify contract re-
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structures and program inefficiencies, raise unit costs, and
delay delivery of validated capabilities to warfighters in
the field. The drastic reduction to modernization programs
reduces our Air Force’s competitive advantage and de-
creases the probability of mission success. . . .”

The Vice Chief of Staff of the Air Force warned: “Lost flight
hours will cause unit stand-downs which will result in severe,
rapid, and long-term unit combat readiness degradation. We have
already ceased operations for one-third of our fighter and bomber
force. Within 60 days of a stand down, the affected units will be
unable to meet emergent or operations plans requirements. Lost
currency training requires six months to a year to return to current
sub-optimal levels, with desired flying proficiency for crewmembers
requiring even longer.”

Our country relies on the men and women of our military and
the civilians who support them to keep us safe, and to help us meet
U.S. national security objectives around the world. We expect them
to put their lives on the line every day, and in return we tell them
that we will stand by them and their families, that we will provide
them the best training, the best equipment, and the best support
available to any military anywhere in the world. Sequestration in
fiscal year 2013 is already undermining that commitment. The tes-
timony of our military leaders is clear: if sequestration continues,
our commitment to our soldiers, sailors, airmen and marines—and
our national security itself—will be severely damaged.

Summary of discretionary authorizations and budget au-
thority implication

The Administration’s budget request for national defense discre-
tionary programs within the jurisdiction of the Senate Committee
on Armed Services for fiscal year 2014 was $625.2 billion. Of this
amount, $526.6 billion was requested for base Department of De-
fense programs, $80.7 billion was requested for overseas contin-
gency operations, and $17.9 billion was requested for national secu-
rity programs in the Department of Energy.

The bill authorizes $625.1 billion for national defense discre-
tionary programs for fiscal year 2014. This total includes $526.6
billion for base Department of Defense programs, $80.7 billion for
overseas contingency operations, and $17.8 billion for national se-
curity programs in the Department of Energy.

The Administration’s fiscal year 2014 budget for national defense
also included discretionary programs outside the jurisdiction of the
Senate Committee on Armed Services, discretionary programs that
do not require further authorization and mandatory programs that
are in current law. When these programs are added to the Admin-
]iosﬂration’s budget the request for national defense totaled $641.1

illion.

The two tables preceding the detailed program adjustments in di-
vision D of this report summarize the direct authorizations and the
equivalent budget authority levels for fiscal year 2014 defense pro-
grams. The first table summarizes committee action on the author-
izations within the jurisdiction of this committee. It includes the
authorization for spending from the trust fund of the Armed Forces
Retirement Home which is outside the national defense budget
function. The second table summarizes the total budget authority
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implication for national defense by adding funding for items that
are not within the jurisdiction of this committee or are already au-
thorized.

Budgetary effects of this Act (sec. 4)

The committee recommends a provision that would require that
the budgetary effects of this Act be determined in accordance with
the procedures established in the Statutory Pay-As-You-Go-Act of
2010 (title I of Public Law 111-139).






DIVISION A—DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
AUTHORIZATIONS

TITLE I—PROCUREMENT
Subtitle A—Authorization of Appropriations

Authorization of appropriations (sec. 101)

The committee recommends a provision that would authorize ap-
propriations for procurement activities at the levels identified in
section 4101 of division D of this Act.

Subtitle C—Navy Programs

Multiyear procurement authority for E-2D aircraft (sec. 121)

The committee recommends a provision that would authorize the
Secretary of the Navy to buy E-2D aircraft under a multiyear pro-
curement contract. The Navy estimates that it stands to achieve a
roughly 10 percent savings under the multiyear approach, as com-
pared to annual procurement contracts.

CVN-78 class aircraft carrier program (sec. 122)

The committee recommends a provision that would amend sec-
tion 122 of the John Warner National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2007 (Public Law 109-364) by: (1) in subsection
(a)(1), striking “$10,500,000,000” and inserting “$12,887,000,000;”
(2) in subsection (b), adding a new factor for adjustment allowing
increases or decreases in the cost of the ship that are attributable
to the shipboard test program; and (3) changing the heading of the
subsection to reflect that the name of the program has changed
from CVN-21 to CVN-78.

The provision would require a quarterly report providing the
CVN-79 program manager’s cost estimate for CVN-79. The provi-
sion would require the Navy to halt payment of fee on any cost-
type or incentive fee contract associated with CVN-79 until such
time that the variance between the total program cost estimate and
the mandated cost cap has been corrected.

The changes in the CVN-78 cost cap are related to three major
areas:

(1) reflecting allowable changes in the original cost cap due
to economic inflation, changes in federal, state, or local laws,
changes in nonrecurring design and engineering costs attrib-
utable to achieving compliance with the cost limitation, and
changes to correct deficiencies that may affect the safety of the
ship and personnel,

9
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(2) cost increases from the shipyard, resulting from increases
in labor costs, material costs, and design costs, offset by a re-
duction in shipyard’s fee; and

(3) cost increases in government-furnished equipment.

The cost increases in the latter two categories are changes out-
side the original, allowable changes in the cost cap, and are trou-
blesome. The Navy had envisioned the CVN-78 and CVN-79 (then
called “CVNX-1” and “CVNX-2") as evolutionary ships that would
implement new technologies gradually as they matured. However,
the Department of Defense determined that planned incremental
improvements for CVNX-1 did not justify the significant invest-
ments nor match the pace of technology, given the length of time
needed to build the carrier. Instead, the CVNX-1 and CVNX-2 de-
signs were combined into a single, transformational ship design,
called “CVN-21,” with the intent to skip a generation of tech-
nology, while meeting operational timelines for delivery.

This has resulted in cost increases in the shipyard, and costs in-
creases in the new technologies developed and designed to be in-
stalled as government-furnished equipment. The shipyard has not
been as efficient as it could be, but combining these two ships and
maintaining the original construction schedule for operational rea-
sons has resulted in reduced productivity and inefficiencies in the
shipyard’s effort. All told, this has resulted in roughly 40 percent
of the reason to raise the cost cap.

There have also been cost increases in the equipment beyond the
control of the shipyard. These include the “transformational” tech-
nologies of the electromagnetic aircraft launch system (EMALS),
the dual-band radar (DBR), and advanced arresting gear (AAG).
While each of these technologies represents an improvement in ca-
pability and promise substantial reductions in life cycle costs, col-
lectively, these technologies resulted in roughly one third of the in-
crease to the total construction costs of CVN-78.

As a result of the scrutiny of the CVN-78 program, the Navy be-
lieves that they and the shipyard can deliver the CVN-79 within
the cost cap for the program recently adjusted by the Secretary of
the Navy. This derives from a number of factors, including:

(1) CVN-79 construction will start with a complete design
and a complete bill of material,

(2) CVN-79 construction will start with a firm set of stable
requirements;

(83) CVN-79 construction will start with the development
complete on a host of new technologies inserted on CVN 78
ranging from the EMALS and DBR, to key valves in systems
throughout the ship; and

(4) CVN-79 construction will start with a revised construc-
tion plan that emphasizes the completion of work and ship out-
fitting as early as possible in the construction process to opti-
mize cost and ultimately schedule performance.

The Administration and Congress chose to ignore the lessons re-
peatedly and painfully learned in previous shipbuilding programs
that resulted in delays and cost increases. A decision to skip a gen-
eration of technology must be accompanied by an operational as-
sessment of the need date for the operational capability and a plan
to ensure new generations of technologies are developed, tested,
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and ready for installation at the optimum time during the construc-
tion of the ship. Unfortunately, the decision on the construction
cycle for CVN-78 construction was driven more by the need to re-
place the USS Enterprise at the end of her service life and the need
to maintain workload and the industrial base of suppliers for the
sole U.S. builder of aircraft carriers. The committee is committed
to working with the Department of the Navy to ensure these les-
sons are not learned again in future Navy vessel construction.

Repeal of requirements relating to procurement of future
surface combatants (sec. 123)

The committee recommends a provision that would repeal section
125 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010
(Public Law 111-84). Under section 125, the Navy was prohibited
from obligating or expending funds for construction of, or advance
procurement of materials for, naval surface combatants to be con-
structed after fiscal year 2011 until the Secretary of the Navy had
provided specific reports to Congress. The report submitted by the
Secretary of the Navy to Congress of February 2010 provided the
Department of the Navy’s implementation plan to complete these
reports.

Modification of requirements to sustain Navy airborne intel-
ligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance capabilities
(sec. 124)

The committee recommends a provision that would amend sec-
tion 112 of the Tke Skelton National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2011 (Public Law 111-383) to require the Secretary of
the Navy to maintain sufficient numbers of EP—3 Airborne Recon-
naissance Integrated Electronic System II (ARIES II) Spiral 3 air-
craft and Special Projects Aircraft (SPA) version P909 to support
the wartime operational plans of U.S. Pacific Command (PACOM),
and to maintain the capacity to support five EP-3s for allocation
to the combatant commands under the Global Force Management
Allocation Plan (GFMAP), until the Navy’s multi-intelligence
Broad-Area Maritime Surveillance System Triton aircraft with sig-
nals intelligence (SIGINT) capabilities reaches initial operational
capability (IOC). The provision also would require the Secretary to
upgrade the final (12th) EP-3 ARIES II aircraft to the Spiral 3
configuration, and to correct electronic intelligence (ELINT) obso-
lescence problems on both the EP-3 and the SPA aircraft. Finally,
the provision would require the Chairman of the Joint Require-
ments Oversight Council to coordinate with the Commanders of
PACOM and the U.S. Special Operations Command to determine
requirements for the special capabilities provided by the SPA air-
craft, and would require the Secretary to sustain sufficient num-
bers of SPA aircraft to meet those requirements until the Navy
achieves IOC of a system with capabilities greater than or equal
to the SPA.

Section 112 of Public Law 111-383 was intended to prevent a
trough in capabilities as the Navy developed replacements for the
EP-3 and the SPA intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance
(ISR) systems. The committee is persuaded that the terms of that
provision have not been effective in preventing such a trough. The
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Navy is planning to remove a large number of personnel from the
EP-3 and SPA programs and to use those billets to stand up an
early version of the Triton program. However, this version of Triton
is purely a complement to the P-8 Maritime Patrol aircraft, and
does not have SIGINT capabilities. The personnel reductions in the
EP-3 and SPA fleets will have the effect of substantially reducing
the number of aircraft that can be supported for GFMAP allocation
and wartime operations plans. The multi-intelligence version of
Triton, with a capable SIGINT suite, is not planned to achieve I0C
until very late in this decade. Clearly, there will be a trough in ISR
support for the combatant commands for a number of years if these
plans are implemented.

In addition, the ELINT systems on both the SPA and EP-3 air-
craft are very old and pose serious obsolescence problems. Else-
where in this report, the committee recommends authorization of
funding to address these obsolescence problems, as well as to up-
grade the final (12th) EP-3 primary aircraft authorization to the
Spiral 3 configuration.

Littoral Combat Ship (sec. 125)

The committee recommends a provision that would require that
the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO), in coordination with the Di-
rector of Operational Test and Evaluation, to submit a report to the
congressional defense committees on the current concept of oper-
ations and expected survivability attributes of each of the Littoral
Combat Ship (LCS) sea frames when they would be employed ac-
cording to the concept of operations.

When addressing survivability attributes, the committee expects
the CNO’s report to deal specifically with: (1) comparative assess-
ments of the survivability of the LCS sea frames with the surviv-
ability of other Navy combatants and with the adversarial surface
combatants; and (2) operational assessments of the core defensive
capabilities of each of the LCS sea frames, especially when em-
ployed against air threats expected to face the LCS under the con-
cept of operations.

Subtitle D—Air Force Programs

Tactical airlift fleet of the Air Force (sec. 131)

The committee recommends a provision that would require the
Secretary of the Air Force to consider, as part of the recapitaliza-
tion of the tactical airlift fleet of the Air Force: (1) upgrades to leg-
acy C-130H aircraft designed to help such aircraft meet the fuel
economy goals of the Air Force; and (2) retention of such upgraded
aircraft in the tactical airlift fleet. It would also require that the
Secretary ensure that upgrades to the C-130H fleet are made in
a manner that is proportional to the number of C-130H aircraft in
the force structure of the active Air Force, the Air Force Reserve,
and the Air National Guard.

Modification of limitations on retirement of B-52 bomber
aircraft (sec. 132)

The committee recommends a provision that would amend sec-
tion 131(a)(1) of the John Warner National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2007 (P.L. 109-364) by striking the term “in a
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common capability configuration.” The lack of a definition raises
concerns about whether it could also apply to the aircraft’s nuclear
capabilities or other modifications and upgrades on the fleet.

The committee notes that the President has yet to provide Con-
gress the force reduction strategy to comply with the limits im-
posed by the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START), de-
spite a requirement to do so by section 1042(a) of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012 (Public Law 112—381;
125 Stat. 1575). Without such strategic guidance, the committee is
unable to fully perform its oversight role, as well as evaluate and
prioritize resources designated to support U.S. strategic forces.

During a hearing on April 17, 2013, concerning Department of
Defense nuclear force and policies, Senator Mark Udall, the Sub-
committee on Strategic Forces Chairman asked Assistant Secretary
of Defense for Global Strategic Affairs Madelyn Creedon whether
the fiscal year 2014 budget request reflected the New START force
structure changes. Secretary Creedon responded that “the way that
the fiscal year 2014 budget request is structured is it allows both
the Air Force and the Navy to continue their preparatory work that
will support a decision that will be made in the context of fiscal
year 2015 to implement either a reduction in the total number of
deployed and total number of delivery systems. . . . The decision
as to which of these options we choose has not been made yet, but
the way that the ’14 budget structure is designed is to preserve the
option as we get closer in time, as we understand more about the
pros and cons of each option, and frankly also as we get more into
where the whole geopolitical situation is going, where we’re going
with further discussions with Russia, it allows us to maintain that
flexibility for as long as possible before we make a decision.”

With the approaching New START deadline, it is more likely
that the committee will be asked to consider changes to U.S. stra-
tegic force structure when it meets next year to review the fiscal
year 2015 budget request. The committee believes it is of great im-
portance that the President provide this report, as well as other
relevant documentation—such as the report required by section
1043 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2013 (Public Law 112-239)—so that it may fully assess any pro-
posed changes to U.S. strategic forces.

The committee supports the Air Force’s request that it adjust the
current requirements relative to maintaining certain nuclear-capa-
ble bombers. However, given that the relevant strategic planning
remains incomplete, the committee notes that any reduction, con-
version, or decommissioning of nuclear-certified strategic bombers
must comply with the requirements of section 1042 of the National
Defense Authorization Act for the Fiscal Year 2013 (Public Law
112-239).

Repeal of requirement for maintenance of certain retired
KC—135E aircraft (sec. 133)

The committee recommends a provision that would repeal section
135(b) of the John Warner National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2007 (Public Law 109-364). Section 135(b) requires
that the Secretary of the Air Force maintain at least 74 of the KC—
135E aircraft retired after September 30, 2006 in a condition that
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would allow recall of the aircraft to future service in the Air Force
Reserve, Air National Guard, or active forces aerial refueling force
structure.

Under the Defense Department’s revised strategic guidance, the
existing force of KC-10 and KC-135R tankers, along with mod-
ernization under the KC—46A program, the Air Force has sufficient
tanker assets now and throughout the future years defense pro-
gram to meet requirements without the need to reactivate any of
the KC-135E aircraft. Therefore, there is little need to incur the
expense of maintaining these 74 KC-135E aircraft in a higher
readiness status.

Prohibition of procurement of unnecessary C-27J aircraft
by the Air Force (sec. 134)

The committee recommends a provision that would prevent the
Secretary of the Air Force from obligating or expending any funds
for the procurement of C-27J aircraft not already on contract as of
June 1, 2013.

Subtitle E—Joint and Multiservice Matters

Multiyear procurement authority for C-130J aircraft (sec.
151)

The committee recommends a provision that would authorize the
Secretary of the Air Force to buy C-130J aircraft under a
multiyear procurement contract for the Department of the Air
Force and the Department of the Navy. The Air Force estimates
that the Department of Defense stands to achieve a roughly 9.5
percent savings under the multiyear approach, as compared to an-
nual procurement contracts.

Sense of Senate on the United States helicopter industrial
base (sec. 152)

The committee recommends a provision that would express the
sense of the Senate that the Secretary of Defense should take into
consideration the health of the U.S. helicopter industrial base when
building the Department’s annual budget.

Budget Items
Army

Enhanced Medium Altitude Reconnaissance and Surveil-
lance System

The budget request included $142.1 million in Aircraft Procure-
ment, Army, to procure four Enhanced Medium Altitude Reconnais-
sance and Surveillance System (EMARSS) aircraft. In section 934,
the committee recommends a provision that would require the Sec-
retary of Defense to transfer Air Force C-12 Liberty aircraft to the
Army and terminates the EMARSS procurement program. How-
ever, the Army will require funds to convert the Air Force C-12
Liberty aircraft to the EMARSS configuration to meet Army re-
quirements. The committee directs that the EMARSS funds be uti-
lized to convert the transferred Air Force C-12 Liberty aircraft to
the EMARSS configuration to meet Army requirements. Any funds
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remaining after all EMARSS conversions are complete may be used
to recapitalize current Army MARSS aircraft.

UH-60M Black Hawk helicopter

The budget request included $1.0 billion in Aircraft Procurement,
Army (APA), for the UH-60M Black Hawk helicopter. At the
Army’s request, the committee recommends a decrease of $20.0
million in APA for the UH-60M Black Hawk and an increase of
$20.0 million in PE 23744A for aircraft modifications and product
improvement programs.

Paladin Integrated Management

The budget request included $260.2 million in Procurement of
Weapons and Tracked Combat Vehicles (WTCV), Army, for the Pal-
adin Integrated Management (PIM). At the Army’s request, the
committee recommends a decrease of $40.7 million in WTCV for
PIM and an increase of $40.7 million in PE 64854A for artillery
systems engineering manufacturing and demonstration.

XM25 counter defilade target engagement weapon system

The budget request included $69.1 million in Weapons and
Tracked Combat Vehicles (WTCV), Army, for the XM25 counter
defilade target engagement weapon system. The XM25 is a grenade
launcher that fires a 25mm projectile selectively programmed to
detonate in the air at a designated range. The XM25 is intended
to provide infantry and other units with a more precise capability
to engage targets fighting from behind terrain, walls, or other pro-
tections.

The committee understands that prototypes of this weapon were
acquired, initially tested for safety, and deployed to Afghanistan for
a forward operational assessment. A malfunction during this as-
sessment has raised very serious questions about the safety and ef-
fectiveness of the weapon. The committee further understands that
the Army is in the process of opening consideration of other avail-
able or developmental grenade launchers that are capable of firing
programmable munitions.

Given the unreliable performance of the XM25 and the Army’s
review of alternative air burst weapon systems, the committee rec-
ommends a decrease of $69.1 million in WCTV for the XM25
counter defilade target engagement weapon system.

Carbine

The budget request included $70.8 million in Weapons and
Tracked Combat Vehicles (WTCV), Army, for the Army’s small
arms carbine program. The committee notes that $49.5 million of
this would be for the procurement of a replacement carbine identi-
fied as the result of a competitive evaluation.

The committee understands that the Army has reached a deci-
sion not to continue with the individual carbine competitive evalua-
tion program. Therefore, the committee concludes that funds to
procure a replacement carbine are no longer needed and rec-
ommends a decrease of $49.5 million in WTCV. The committee sup-
ports procurement of M4Al carbines as requested in the budget.
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Based on the Army’s decision to terminate this effort, the com-
mittee directs the Secretary of the Army, or designee, to provide
the congressional defense committees, not later than 90 days after
termination, a briefing on the justification for this decision and a
revised small arms modernization strategy. The committee believes
that a stable small arms modernization program is essential and
should be a key element of the Army’s overarching modernization
strategy moving forward. A revised small arms strategy should in-
clude a description of M4A1l procurements required annually to
sustain the force until a next generation small arms program is es-
tablished.

5.56mm, 7.62mm, .50 caliber, and 30mm reductions

The budget request included $1.5 billion in Procurement of Am-
munition, Army (PAA), of which $112.1 million was for 5.56mm,
$58.5 million was for 7.62mm, $80.0 million was for .50 caliber,
and $69.5 million was for 30mm.

The Department of Defense has identified specific amounts in
these ammunition accounts, in the fiscal year 2014 base budget re-
quest, for reduction as a result of competition, reduced unit costs,
and/or reduced requirements.

Accordingly, the committee recommends a decrease of $74.5 mil-
lion in PAA: $25.0 million in 5.56mm, $5.0 million in 7.62mm,
$25.0 million in .50 caliber, and $19.5 million in 30mm.

25mm reduction

The budget request included $1.5 billion in Procurement of Am-
munition, Army (PAA), of which $16.5 million was for 25mm.

The committee notes that per fiscal year 2014 Army budget docu-
mentation, the XM1083 high explosive air burst (HEAB) and the
XM1081 target practice (TP) ammunition for the Individual
Counter Defilade Weapon System are not approved for service use.

Accordingly, the committee recommends a decrease of $10.3 mil-
lion in PAA, 25mm: $8.8 million for XM1083 HEAB, and $1.5 mil-
lion for XM1081 TP.

Navy

Sustaining capabilities of EP-3 and Special Projects Aircraft

The budget request included in Aircraft Procurement, Navy,
$55.9 million for the EP-3 series aircraft, and $3.7 million for the
Special Projects Aircraft (SPA). Elsewhere in this report, the com-
mittee recommends a provision that would require the Secretary of
the Navy to sustain these two aircraft fleets until the end of the
decade, when replacement programs are scheduled to achieve ini-
tial operational capability.

To sustain the ability of these systems to support the combatant
commands with the capacity and capabilities required, several ac-
tions are necessary. One, the Navy needs to complete the Spiral 3
upgrade to all 12 of the EP-3 primary aircraft authorization, rath-
er than stopping at 11, as proposed in this budget request. Accord-
ingly, the committee recommends an additional $8.0 million for
EP-3 series procurement.



17

Two, due to the extreme ages of the electronics on certain sen-
sors on these aircraft, the Navy faces serious obsolescence problems
in the EP-3 and SPA fleets. The Navy’s Multi-Intelligence Sensor
Development project is developing sensors for the future MQ-4C
Triton Broad Area Maritime Surveillance system that could correct
the obsolescence problems for the EP-3 and SPA aircraft. The com-
mittee recommends authorization of $14.0 million for EP-3 series
procurement, and $5.0 million for SPA procurement to procure and
install these sensors, which will introduce new capabilities into the
fleet before the Triton multi-intelligence version achieves oper-
ational status.

Three, the committee recommends authorization of an additional
$5.0 million for the SPA program office in the SPA procurement
line to sustain engineering, integration, and technical services sup-
port.

Close-in weapon system modifications

The budget request included $56.3 million to purchase and in-
stall various modifications for the close-in weapon system (CIWS),
including $7.7 million for reliability, maintainability, and avail-
ability (RMA) kits. The CIWS is the primary, last ditch self defense
system in the Navy fleet.

The Navy has begun experiencing reliability problems with the
latest CIWS version, the Block 1B. To deal with these issues, the
Navy has developed the RMA kit that will fix known reliability
problems and also deal with issues of parts obsolescence. The Navy
can install the RMA kits dockside, without having to send the
CIWS or its modules to the depot. In addition, installing these kits
will allow the Navy to extend time between major CIWS overhauls,
while still maintaining an acceptable level of operational avail-
ability.

The committee believes that the Navy should move more expedi-
tiously on fielding these kits to the fleet, and recommends an in-
crease of $6.4 million to buy 24 additional RMA kits.

Afloat forward staging base

The budget request included $134.9 million in the National De-
fense Sealift Fund (NDSF) for the third mobile landing platform
(MLP-3) for which the bulk of the funding was provided in fiscal
year 2012. The request also included $524.0 million in Shipbuilding
and Conversion, Navy (SCN), to procure the fourth mobile landing
platform (MLP—4).

The Navy planned to use NDSF funds to complete MLP-3 as the
first afloat forward staging base (AFSB-1) platform and use the
SCN funds to buy MLP—4 as the second afloat forward staging base
(AFSB-2). As a result of reviewing requirements for the AFSB pro-
gram, the Navy has decided that some funding in the request
needs to be shifted from the NDSF account to the SCN account,
that some funds in the NDSF budget request are now not required
to execute the AFSB program in either account.

Therefore, the committee recommends an increase to SCN of
$55.3 million and a decrease to the NDSF of $112.2 million.
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DDG-51

The budget request for Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy
(SCN), included $1,615.6 million to purchase one DDG-51 de-
stroyer, and $388.6 million in advance procurement to buy DDG—
51 destroyers in later years. This would be the second year of a
multiyear contract for the DDG-51 program.

Congress added $1.0 billion to the fiscal year 2013 budget re-
quest to purchase an additional DDG-51 beyond the two DDG-51s
in the budget request. After the implementation of sequestration
earlier this year, the Navy found that sequestration left the Navy
several hundred million dollars short of having enough funds to
award the contract for the third ship.

The committee specifically recommended multiyear procurement
authority last year that allowed for buying this extra ship and be-
lieves that the Navy should buy the extra ship to help meet force
structure shortfalls.

The committee recommends an increase of $100.0 million in SCN
for completion of prior year shipbuilding programs to help buy this
additional DDG-51.

Air Force
MQ-9

The budget request included $272.2 million in Aircraft Procure-
ment, Air Force (APAF), for the MQ-9 program to buy 12 aircraft
and to pay for various production support activities. According to
program officials, the program has $30.0 million in fiscal year 2012
APAF funds that are excess to program needs, since some planned
aircraft procurements for fiscal year 2012 were delayed until fiscal
year 2013. These funds could be used to pay for other activities
within the MQ-9 program.

Therefore, the committee recommends a decrease of $30.0 million
in fiscal year 2014 for procurement of MQ-9, which the Air Force
can offset with the available prior year funds.

Reaper synthetic aperture radar

The budget request included $35.0 million in Aircraft Procure-
ment, Air Force, for the procurement of upgrades to the Lynx syn-
thetic aperture radar system for the Reaper unmanned aerial vehi-
cle (UAV). This request would be the first year of retrofits for what
is planned to be a procurement costing $125.0 million over the fu-
ture-years defense program.

The committee recommends no funding for this program. There
is insufficient justification for upgrading this system because field
studies and Air Force subject matter experts acknowledge that the
system is almost never used. Furthermore, the upgrade is intended
to provide a rudimentary dismount moving target indication (MTI)
capability, while the Air Force is separately funding a robust dis-
mount MTI radar program for the Reaper UAV.

C-130 aircraft modifications

The fiscal year 2014 budget request did not request funding for
the C-130 avionics modernization program (AMP), but included
$9.9 million for communication, navigation, surveillance/air traffic
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management (CNS/ATM) upgrades and $4.3 million for upgrading
cockpit voice and digital data recorders (CVR/DVR) for legacy C—
130 aircraft in Aircraft Procurement, Air Force (APAF). The pro-
gram of record for modernizing the legacy C—130 aircraft until the
fiscal year 2013 budget request was the C—130 AMP. When the Air
Force announced a decision to cancel AMP, the program was al-
ready in low rate initial production and had delivered five aircraft,
four additional kits, and training devices.

Section 143 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2013 (Public Law 112-239) prevented the Secretary of the Air
Force from canceling or modifying the avionics modernization pro-
gram for C-130 aircraft until 90 days after he submits a cost-ben-
efit analysis comparing the original C-130 AMP with a program
that would upgrade and modernize the legacy C-130 airlift fleet
using a reduced scope program for avionics and mission planning
systems. Earlier this year, the Air Force contracted with the Insti-
tute for Defense Analyses (IDA) to conduct this study. The Air
Force indicates that the study results should be available later in
calendar year 2013.

The committee strongly supports modernization of the Nation’s
legacy C-130 fleet, and fears that the delay in the awarding the
study contract will cause the Air Force to lose another year in mod-
ernizing the legacy C-130 fleet. Therefore, the committee rec-
ommends an increase of $47.3 million in APAF to fund modifica-
tions of legacy C-130 with either: (1) the original AMP upgrade; or
(2) an alternative program that would upgrade and modernize the
legacy C-130 airlift fleet using a reduced scope program for avi-
onics and mission planning systems. The use of these funds and
the use of the funds for CNS/ATM and CVR/DVR upgrades in-
cluded in the budget should be informed by the results of the IDA
study. The committee directs that none of these funds be obligated
or expended until 90 days after the Secretary submits the IDA re-
port. The committee also reminds the Air Force that the restric-
tions in section 143 continue to apply.

Defense-wide

MQ-9 Unmanned Aerial Vehicle

The budget request included $1.89 million in Procurement, De-
fense-wide, for the acquisition and support of special operations-
unique mission kits for the MQ—9 Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (UAV).
U.S. Special Operations Command (USSOCOM) is responsible for
the development and acquisition of special operations capabilities
to, among other things, effectively carry out operations against ter-
rorist networks while avoiding collateral damage.

The committee approved an above threshold reprogramming of
funds requested by the Department of Defense in January 2013 to
provide for the development, integration, and testing of additional
capabilities to address identified technology gaps on USSOCOM
UAVs. The committee understands that this reprogramming only
partially addressed such technology gaps. Therefore, the committee
recommends an additional $13.0 million in Procurement, Defense-
wide, to field additional capabilities for the MQ-9 UAV.
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Items of Special Interest

Army air-to-ground rocket and missile programs

The committee supports the Department of Defense’s efforts to
find and take advantage of opportunities to develop joint programs
that can reduce costs and meet service requirements. In this regard
the committee notes that the Marine Corps has developed a weap-
on system that transforms the standard 2.75-inch Hydra-type rock-
et into laser-guided precision munitions. The advantages of a
smaller precision-guided rocket are apparent, not just in terms of
reduced cost but also operational effectiveness as the lower weight
of each rocket allows an aircraft to carry more of them increasing
the number of engagements possible per sortie. The committee rec-
ognizes, however, that a new smaller, precision-guided rocket must
be a capability integrated with each services’ other air-to-ground
rocket and missile portfolios. The Air Force, for example, is in the
process of qualifying this precision rocket on a variety of its multi-
role combat aircraft.

Given efforts to date by the Marine Corps and the Air Force, and
the potential for achieving a precision engagement capability at a
significantly reduced cost, the committee is interested to know the
Army’s analysis of this capability as part of its portfolio of armed
helicopter rocket and missile munitions. Accordingly, the committee
directs the Secretary of the Army, or designee, to brief the congres-
sional defense committees, not later than December 1, 2013, on the
Army’s assessment of its current and future requirements and ca-
pabilities for air-to-ground precision-guided rocket and missile mu-
nitions.

Additionally, the committee directs the Comptroller General of
the Government Accountability Office to provide the congressional
defense committees, not later than December 1, 2013, with an as-
sessment of each of the services’ ground-attack rocket and missile
programs. This assessment shall examine where there are potential
redundancies in service air-to-ground rocket and missile programs;
make recommendations where the services could benefit from a
consolidation of these requirements and capabilities; and identify
the savings, if any, associated with the consolidation of such pro-
grams.

Army and Marine Corps initiatives to improve armored ve-
hicle fuel efficiency

The committee notes the commitment of the Army and Marine
Corps to reduce the operational fuel consumption of their current
and future armored vehicles. The benefits of lower fuel consump-
tion without sacrificing performance include not only reduced cost,
but also reduced vulnerability of theater logistics storage and re-
supply activity, and increased operational flexibility. This is con-
sistent with congressional intent found in section 2911 of title 10,
United States Code, requiring consideration of fuel logistics support
requirements in planning, requirements development, and acquisi-
tion processes.

The committee is aware of efforts on the part of the Army and
Marine Corps to implement consideration of the fully burdened cost
of fuel into its plans for reset, upgrade, and modernization of their
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armored vehicle fleets as well as in the requirements determination
and development of their next generation armored vehicles. In this
regard the committee is interested to learn more about Army and
Marine Corps efforts to reduce fuel consumption that could result
in near-term savings.

Therefore, the committee directs the Assistant Secretary of the
Army for Acquisition, Logistics, and Technology, and the Assistant
Secretary of the Navy for Research, Development, and Acquisition,
or their designees, to provide the congressional defense committees
with briefings on their plans and efforts to achieve improved fuel
efficiency in their current armored vehicle fleets. These briefings,
by armored vehicle type, shall include, but not be limited to, the
Army and Marine Corps priorities and objectives, plans and sched-
ules for research and development, investments to date and
planned over the future-years defense program, government and
commercial research and development efforts including testing re-
sults that illustrate technological challenges and potential, and an
assessment of the competitive environment for development and
production of capable and affordable technologies to achieve greater
fuel efficiency. The Secretaries shall provide these briefings not
later than 60 days after enactment of the National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 2014.

Close air support requirements

The Joint Strike Fighter is designed to replace the F-16 and A-
10 in the Air Force inventory. The A-10 has served as the Air
Force’s primary close air support asset, having been designed for
that specific mission with characteristics that permit it to operate
and maneuver at low altitude and slow speeds. The aircraft is also
heavily armored to ensure the highest survivability for the pilot
and vital aircraft systems.

To ensure that the Department of Defense is not heading toward
a situation where there may be gaps in capability to meet close air
support requirements when the A-10 is retired, the committee di-
rects the Secretary of the Air Force, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of the Army, to conduct a study to determine whether there
will be any shortfalls in capability that will be incurred when the
Air Force transitions from a fleet having A-10 aircraft to a fleet
consisting entirely of F-22 and F-35 aircraft. If there are any gaps
between capabilities and requirements, the Secretary of the Air
Force should present alternatives for meeting those requirements.
The Secretary shall submit this study with the fiscal year 2015
budget submission.

Comptroller General review of the Ford-class aircraft car-
rier program

The Navy is developing the Ford-class nuclear powered aircraft
carrier (CVN-78) to serve as the future centerpiece of the carrier
strike group. Ford-class carriers will introduce several advanced
technologies that are intended to create operational efficiencies
while enabling higher sortie rates with reduced manpower com-
pared to current carriers. As discussed elsewhere in this report,
however, these new technologies have led to cost and schedule
problems in constructing the first ship of the class.
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The Government Accountability Office (GAO) has recently re-
ported on significant technology delays, construction inefficiencies,
testing shortfalls, and cost and schedule pressures currently facing
CVN-78. The committee remains concerned that these issues could
delay and limit demonstration of eventual CVN-78 capabilities and
potentially affect cost, schedule, and performance outcomes for the
next ship, CVN-79.

Section 124 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2013 (Public Law 112-239) required the Secretary of the
Navy to report what program management and cost control meas-
ures the Navy will employ in constructing the second Ford-class
aircraft carrier. The Secretary of the Navy’s report in response to
that requirement identified a number of changes in the way CVN-—
79 will be built that will help improve on the performance on CVN-
78.

In light of these concerns, the committee directs the GAO to un-
dertake a follow-on review of Ford-class carrier acquisition pro-
gram. Specifically, the committee directs the Comptroller General
to review:

(1) program management and cost control measures the
Navy plans to employ in constructing the CVN-79 ship, as
identified in its May 2013 report to Congress, in order to deter-
mine the extent to which these may be effective in controlling
costs. As part of this analysis, the Comptroller General should
evaluate the Navy’s plans for executing the detail design and
construction contract for CVN-79, and should pay particular
attention to components of the Navy’s plan intended to accom-
modate remaining schedule risk in the CVN-78 building pro-
gram;

(2) sufficiency of the Navy’s post-delivery test plans for
CVN-78 in facilitating timely demonstration of ship capabili-
ties. As part of this analysis, the Comptroller General should
evaluate the extent to which land-based testing delays for crit-
ical ship technologies have complicated the Navy’s planned
post-delivery testing activities and schedule;

(8) Department of Defense (DOD) analysis underpinning the
Navy’s current capability estimates for CVN-78, progress
made in meeting the ship’s capability requirements, and gaps
that may exist between the likely performance of the ship and
its major capability requirements; and

(4) maturity and implementation of plans by the shipbuilder
to manage the workforce during concurrent construction of
CVN-78 and CVN-79.

The committee further directs the Comptroller General to submit
a report on his review to the congressional defense committees by
April 30, 2014.

Comptroller General review of the Littoral Combat Ship
program

The Navy’s Littoral Combat Ship (LCS) program is intended to
be a relatively smaller, more affordable vessel than cruisers or de-
stroyers that carries modular payloads supporting the anti-surface
warfare, mine countermeasures, and anti-submarine warfare mis-
sion area.
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The Government Accountability Office (GAO) has recently re-
ported to the committee on significant concerns about the LCS pro-
gram.

In light of these concerns, the committee directs GAO to under-
take a follow-on review of LCS acquisition program. Specifically,
the committee directs the Comptroller General to review:

(1) seaframe production and testing, including:
(a) seaframe developmental test activities and changes
made to correct deficiencies identified during testing to

date;
(b) weight management for both variants of the
seaframe;

(c) Navy plans for verifying survivability, including the
use of surrogate aluminum structures; and

(d) plans for achieving greater commonality between the
variants, and progress made in executing such plans;

(2) mission module development and testing, including devel-
opmental test activities and changes the Navy plans to correct
deficiencies identified during testing to date;

(3) lessons the Navy may be learning from the deployment
of LCS-1 to Singapore;

(4) results of Navy studies on LCS requirements and tech-
nical capabilities, and any recommendations for changes to the
design and/or capabilities of either the current LCS configura-
tions or potential future LCS configurations;

(5) role of the LCS Council in overseeing LCS acquisition
and fleet introduction.

The committee further directs the Comptroller General to submit
a report on his review to the congressional defense committees by
April 30, 2014.

Defense ground radar programs

The Senate report accompanying S. 1390 (S. Rept. 111-35) of the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010 (Public
Law 111-84) raised concerns regarding the requirements, capabili-
ties, and affordability of the Marine Corps TPS-80 Ground/Air
Task Oriented Radar (G/ATOR). While the TPS-80 G/ATOR pro-
gram has made progress recently, the committee notes that the
Government Accountability Office (GAO) report of March 2013 ti-
tled “Defense Acquisitions: Assessments of Selected Weapon Pro-
grams” (GAO-13-294SP) found that the G/ATOR program has
more than doubled in unit cost, total program costs, and research
and development costs since the program began in 2005.

The Senate report also noted that the Marine Corps was at that
time reviewing the G/ATOR mobile ground multi-mode radar pro-
gram for possible joint development with the Army.

Now, each of the military departments is pursuing separate
ground radar programs, including the Army TPQ-53, the Marine
Corps TPS-80, and the Air Force TPS-78 and TPS-703. The com-
mittee is concerned that the Department of Defense has failed to
find a material solution to meet common requirements for a mobile
ground multi-mode radar capability and may be missing an oppor-
tunity to develop a joint program that meets the majority of service
requirements while reducing unit costs and saving money. The
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committee believes that the fiscal realities demand that the serv-
ices look for every opportunity to develop joint programs, reduce
costs, and meet valid service requirements.

Accordingly, the committee directs the Vice Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, or designee, to provide the congressional de-
fense committees a classified or unclassified briefing, not later than
December 1, 2013, on the analysis, evaluation, and decision-making
process of the Joint Requirements Oversight Council with respect
to the validation and approval of separate requirements and acqui-
sition programs for the Army TPQ-53, the Marine Corps TPS-80,
and the Air Force TPS-78 and TPS-703.

Additionally, the committee directs the Comptroller General to
submit to the congressional defense committees, not later than De-
cember 1, 2013, an assessment of each of the services’ ground radar
programs. This assessment shall include a review of requirements
and capabilities identifying redundancies, if any, and the degree of
redundancy among the programs. The Comptroller General shall
also include an assessment of the feasibility and acceptability of es-
tablishing a joint ground radar program and an estimate of pro-
gram cost increases or decreases should such a joint program be es-
tablished.

Department of the Navy strike fighter inventories

Throughout the past several years, the committee has expressed
concern that the Navy is facing a sizeable gap in aircraft inventory
as older F/A—18A-D retire before the aircraft carrier variant (F—
35C) of the Joint Strike Fighter is available to replace them. In any
case, the F/A-18E/F will be a critical part of the Navy’s fleet for
the next 25 years, complementing the Navy’s F-35C. The F-35C is
expected to reach initial operational capability in late 2018.

Additionally, the Navy now intends to inspect legacy F/A-18A—
D aircraft periodically above 8,000 flight hours, in combination
with executing a service life extension program (SLEP) on 150 of
those aircraft, in an effort to extend a portion of the inventory to
10,000 hours. As yet, the Navy does not have sufficient data to pre-
dict the failure rate for aircraft being inducted into the SLEP. The
current SLEP engineering analysis has not been completed. In ad-
dition, the costs and schedules associated with the Navy’s plans re-
main unknown. As a result, executing the Navy’s plan could nega-
tively impact the tactical aviation shortfall, as there are already re-
ports of aircraft backed up at Navy depots awaiting parts and
maintenance. The committee understands that more than 42 per-
cent of the legacy F/A-18A-D aircraft, approximately 260 aircraft,
are currently out of service awaiting some form of maintenance, in-
spection, or repair.

The committee believes a strong carrier-based fleet is vital as
part of the increased emphasis on the Pacific region. This emphasis
requires the Navy to have a viable fleet of both F/A-18E/F and F-
35C aircraft to avoid creating a risk for the Navy’s future strike
fighter force structure.

Ejection seats

The committee understands that aging and heavy operating
tempo have caused metal fatigue and corrosion in legacy ejection
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seats. Moreover, the incorporation of helmet-mounted displays and
devices creates a situation for pilots that the legacy seats were
never intended to accommodate during an ejection event. This
leads to increased risks for pilot survival during high speed ejec-
tions.

The committee understands that newer ejection seats can effec-
tively address these issues, while at the same time providing sim-
plified maintenance and increasing aircraft availability. Further-
more, recent seat safety enhancement features provide for greatly
improved safety for aircrew using current operational helmet-
mounted displays, thereby reducing the possibility of head, neck,
and spinal cord injuries.

For these reasons, the committee encourages the Air Force to
evaluate a program or programs to replace the 1970s-designed ejec-
tion seats currently equipping most legacy fighter and bomber air-
craft, paying particular attention to improving crew safety and re-
ducing operation and support costs.

Enhanced performance round versus special operations
science and technology round

The committee notes that the Army has developed and begun to
field a 5.56mm enhanced performance round (EPR) which has the
potential to demonstrate improved performance against hard and
soft targets, in addition to other small caliber ammunition. The
committee notes that the Marine Corps has begun testing on the
use of the special operations science and technology (SOST) round
which also has an opportunity to demonstrate similar effects. The
committee understands the Marine Corps is conducting a review
and comparison of the EPR versus the SOST round.

Accordingly, the committee directs the Marine Corps to prepare
a briefing or a report to the committee on the status and progress
of the EPR versus SOST round review no later than September 1,
2013.

F-35 production rate

The committee believes that the continued development and
funding of all three variants of the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter is
critical to maintaining U.S. air dominance. The committee sup-
ported restructuring the program to keep production remaining flat
for the past 4 years to reduce concurrency risk and allow the pro-
gram to make additional progress in the testing program before
ramping up production.

The committee notes that the program has been executing close
to the planned testing and development schedule. The Marine
Corps will declare initial operational capability (IOC) in 2015 with
the Block 2B software capability. The Air Force will declare I0C
in 2016 with the Block 2B/31 software capability, rather than wait-
ing for the Block 3F capability as previously planned. The Navy
will declare IOC in late 2018 with the Block 3F software capability.
Achieving these IOC dates depend in part on increasing production
according to the current plan.

With the program now achieving most testing milestones, the
committee believes that the Department of Defense should seri-
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ously consider continuing with the current plan to increase produc-
tion in fiscal year 2015 and beyond.

F-35 technical issues

In his testimony before the Subcommittee on Airland of the Sen-
ate Committee on Armed Services, the F-35 Program Executive Of-
ficer (PEO) discussed the development issues which present the
greatest technical risks to the program.

Regarding the software, the committee notes that a critical de-
sign review (CDR) is planned which will shed more light on
progress of the Block 3F software against the requirements and de-
livery timeline. Block 3F software provides the capability that will
allow all three services to declare full operational capability. The
committee directs the PEO to provide a briefing to the congres-
sional defense committees on the results of the CDR within 30 days
of its conclusion.

In addition to software, the PEO also highlighted other known
technical risks to the F-35 program, to include the helmet mounted
display system, the tailhook, the fuel dumping system, and the au-
tonomic logistics information system. The committee directs the F—
35 PEO to provide a briefing to the congressional defense commit-
tees on the status of the risk and cost reduction efforts to these
four systems within 30 days from the completion of any major test
objective or risk reduction effort involving these four programs.

Intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance

In January 2012, the Air Force proposed the retirement of its
RQ-4 Global Hawk Block 30 aircraft. The Secretary of the Air
Force stated the reason for this decision was based on the oper-
ational capability and cost to operate and maintain the Global
Hawk Block 30. Section 154 of the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2013 (Public Law 112-239) required the Air
Force to maintain the operational capability of each RQ—4 Block 30
Global Hawk unmanned aircraft system through December 31,
2014.

This committee understands the strategic importance of high-al-
titude surveillance and increasing demands for intelligence, sur-
veillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) by the commanders of combat-
ant commands (COCOM) around the world, both in permissive and
non-permissive environments. The Senate report (S. Rept. 112-173)
accompanying the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2013 (S. 3254) required the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff to identify enduring requirements for persistent ISR, and the
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logis-
tics, and the Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence to provide
a long-term investment strategy for meeting that requirement to
the congressional defense committees and the congressional intel-
ligence committees no later than May 2, 2013. The committee un-
derstands that the Department has had some difficulty in defining
the terms of reference for the analytical effort that has resulted in
delaying the report, but believes the Department of Defense should
move expeditiously to complete these tasks.

Therefore, the committee directs the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, the Secretary of the Air Force, the Under Secretary



27

of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics, and the
Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence to provide an update on
the congressionally directed report immediately to the congres-
sional defense committees and the congressional intelligence com-
mittees, and the final report on COCOM peacetime and wartime
requirements, and the long-term investment strategy for meeting
those requirements, no later than February 1, 2014.

Joint high speed vessel

The Navy is procuring the Joint High Speed Vessel (JHSV) to
serve as an intra-theater lift asset. In a prepared statement to the
committee earlier this year, the Chief of Naval Operations, Admiral
Jonathan W. Greenert, United States Navy, talked about the new
deployments of JHSVs and Littoral Combat Ships and said, “[w]e
will use these deployments to integrate these new, highly adapt-
able platforms into the fleet and evaluate the ways we can employ
their combination of persistent forward presence and flexible pay-
load capacity.”

To better understand the Navy’s plans for the JHSV fleet, the
committee believes that the Secretary of the Navy should identify:
(1) the Navy’s intent for allocating JHSVs among the combatant
commanders; and (2) any overseas basing plan to support that allo-
cation.

Further, the committee believes the Navy should consider addi-
tional functions or capabilities that the JHSV fleet might provide.
Some of these could include support to counterdrug or counter pi-
racy operations, command and control for joint task force oper-
ations, to intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance operations.

The committee directs the Secretary to provide a report on these
issues with the submission of the fiscal year 2015 budget request.

Joint surveillance/target attack radar system modernization

The committee is concerned about the continued long-term
sustainment of the capability provided by the Joint Surveillance
and Target Attack Radar System (JSTARS) E-8 aircraft. The air-
craft and sensors may need costly upgrades to keep the system rel-
evant to the operational environment. The Air Force has completed
an Analysis of Alternatives (AoA) to evaluate potential replacement
platforms to perform the battle management command and control
and ground moving target indicator (BMCC/GMTI) missions. These
missions that support ground and naval forces are critical.

The AoA recommends as the preferred option a combined solu-
tion of modern business jets, using a fourth generation sensor sys-
tem already in development by the Navy and Global Hawk Block
40 remotely piloted vehicle. The analysis indicates that this option
would offer the potential of significant lifecycle cost savings and
improved sensor capabilities, if the Air Force could afford the up-
front investment costs. Although the Air Force acknowledges the
need for a JSTARS mission area replacement aircraft, the fiscal
year 2014 budget request does not include a request for funding
such an option.

This committee is concerned that delays in commencing a pro-
gram to replace and modernize the JSTARS capability could result
in unfulfilled intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance require-
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ments and higher risk to operational forces. Therefore, the com-
mittee directs the Secretary of Defense to submit a report that
would provide a detailed description of the Department of Defense
plan to modernize the capability to satisfy the BMCC/GMTI mis-
sions. The Secretary is directed to submit that report no later than
180 days after enactment of this Act.

Joint Tactical Radio System handheld, manpack, and small
form fit competition and contracting

The committee has long supported and encouraged Army plans
for a full and open competition at full rate production for the
handheld and manpack radios of the Joint Tactical Radio System
(JTRS) program. The advantages to the Army and the taxpayers of
a communications system built upon non-proprietary, open-archi-
tecture technologies acquired through competition are apparent.
The potential savings and technological performance improvements
associated with competition among several tactical radio manufac-
turers could be significant over time.

The committee is concerned, however, that a potential plan to
award a 5-year contract to a single vendor will result in an uncom-
petitive and smaller tactical radio industrial base. This, in turn,
could lead to the Army becoming entrapped in subsequent sole-
source procurements that forfeit greater savings and improved
technical performance that come with frequent competition.

Accordingly, the committees directs the Under Secretary of De-
fense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics to review the
Army’s handheld and manpack radio competition and contracting
plans and provide to the congressional defense committees an as-
sessment of how they will achieve the objectives of increased sav-
ings and performance through competition among several vendors
over the life of the JTRS program. The Under Secretary shall sub-
mit this assessment not later than 60 days after enactment of the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014.

Long Range Strike Bomber

The committee is aware that the President, the Secretary of De-
fense, the Secretary of the Air Force, and the Air Force Chief of
Staff have called for the development of a new stealth bomber as
our nation’s military posture transitions and focuses on emerging
threats in both the Middle East and the Asia-Pacific region. A new
stealth bomber is essential to deterrence and anti-access strategies
in these regions. A new stealth bomber will continue to ensure that
deterrence remains a viable tool of our foreign policy by providing
the President and combatant commanders with the ability to hold
targets at risk with a versatile platform that combines range, per-
sistence, payload, and survivability. A new stealth bomber will be
an indispensable foundation of future U.S. power projection. As the
only new aircraft development program planned for the next dec-
ade, continued development of the new bomber is essential to main-
tain U.S. teleological superiority and a highly specialized work-
force.
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Modernization of B-1 bomber

The Secretary of the Air Force is directed to report to the con-
gressional defense committees on efforts to modernize the B-1
bomber over the life of the airframe. The report shall be due to the
congressional defense committees no later than February 28, 2014.

Modernization of the B-52 Strategic Radar System

The current B-52H Strategic Radar System (SRS) is approaching
the end of its useful life. The Air Force conducted an Analysis of
Alternatives to evaluate potential replacements for this system.
The Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and the House
of Representatives expressed concern in their reports accompanying
the National Defense Authorization Acts for Fiscal Year 2013 re-
garding funding for the Strategic Radar Replacement (SR2) pro-
gram. This committee remains concerned about lack of funding in
the fiscal year 2014 budget, which would allow critical capability
gaps, and directs the Secretary of the Air Force to provide a de-
tailed plan with timeline on how it will replace the SRS on all B—
52Hs.

Paladin integrated management program

The budget request included $260.2 million in Weapons and
Tracked Combat Vehicles and $80.6 million in PE 64854A for the
Paladin Integrated Management (PIM) self-propelled howitzer pro-
gram. The committee notes the PIM program will soon be entering
low rate initial production (LRIP). Over the past several months,
the committee notes that the Army has taken several fact-of-life re-
ductions to the program. The Army explains that these reductions
are due to the extraordinary fiscal constraints of sequestration and
overseas contingency operations funding shortfalls. The committee
further notes that the Army intends to hold to the program’s cur-
rent schedule including the procurement of the full complement of
the initial LRIP vehicles while still able to reduce LRIP procure-
ment in the out-years. The committee fully supports the PIM pro-
gram and expects the Army to continue to review the development
schedule for other ways to accelerate the program while retaining
cost and schedule.

Report on the results of the Army voluntary flight dem-
onstration

The committee is aware that the Army is continuing its evalua-
tion and consideration of the feasibility, affordability, and advis-
ability of acquiring a new light armed scout helicopter to replace
the current OH-58D Kiowa Warrior. Since the cancellation in 2011
of the Armed Reconnaissance Helicopter, the Army has been me-
thodically working through an assessment of its light armed scout
helicopter requirements and an analysis of alternatives across a
wide range of operating concepts including manned helicopters, un-
manned aerial systems, and manned-unmanned teaming. As part
of a broader consideration of alternatives for what has become the
Armed Aerial Scout (AAS), the Army conducted a voluntary flight
demonstration of commercially available aircraft to refine its re-
quirements determination process and explore how closely aircraft
flying today compare to the capability of the Kiowa Warrior and
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could approach meeting the capabilities the Army has in mind for
a light armed scout replacement. The committee is interested to
learn more about the results of the Army voluntary flight dem-
onstration and its contribution to the ongoing analysis of the feasi-
bility, affordability, and advisability of replacing the OH-58D
Kiowa Warrior.

Accordingly, the committee directs the Secretary of the Army, or
designee, to submit a report to the congressional defense commit-
tees by September 30, 2014 that details the performance metrics
demonstrated by each participant. The report shall also provide an
estimate of the costs associated with the development and testing
of each participant’s aircraft for modifications and upgrades nec-
essary to convert such aircraft to a fully militarized AAS. Finally,
the report shall include the estimated schedule for competition, de-
velopment, testing, and qualification of each aircraft overlaid on
current timelines for Kiowa Warrior service life extension, safety
upgrades, and modernization programs.

The committee is aware that information regarding the perform-
ance of participants’ aircraft is competition sensitive and directs
that the report shall not disclose their identities and shall, where
appropriate, protect their intellectual property. The committee will
work with the Army to ensure that such information is adequately
protected.

The committee further understands that Kiowa Warrior service-
life, safety, and capability upgrades are necessary under any poten-
tial replacement scenario in order to address critical near-term
operational performance and safety requirements. The committee
supports these Kiowa Warrior modification efforts to ensure that
the Army’s current light armed scout helicopter, that has been
proven in combat in Iraq and Afghanistan, is ready and available
for the 10-20 years it may take to field a replacement should an
alternative prove feasible and affordable.

Ship Modernization, Operations and Sustainment Fund

Section 8105 of the Defense Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year
2013 (Public Law 113-6) established the Ship Modernization, Oper-
ations and Sustainment Fund, and appropriated more than $2.4
billion to the Fund. The Fund was intended to prevent the pre-
mature retirement of seven cruisers and two dock landing ships
during fiscal years 2013 and 2014. This reflected a concern with
the proposed retirement plan that the plan: (1) was disconnected
from the defense strategy; (2) created future unaffordable ship-
building requirements; and (3) would exacerbate force structure
shortfalls that negatively impact the Department’s ability to meet
combatant commander (COCOM) requirements.

The Report to Congress on the Annual Long-Range Plan for Con-
struction of Naval Vessels for fiscal year 2014, date May 10, 2013,
proposes to retire these cruisers and amphibious ships during fiscal
year 2015, resulting in a fleet of 270 ships, the smallest fleet since
1917. The Navy is taking this action despite the fact that keeping
these vessels operating until the end of 2014 will cost, according to
the Navy, $931.1 million. The committee believes that the Navy
should use the remaining resources in the Fund to sustain all of
these ships. Available funds would permit the Navy to operate the
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ships during most of the period future-years defense program and
would permit the Navy and Congress to continue evaluating op-
tions for modernizing and retaining these vessels until the end of
their expected service lives.

Small diameter bomb

The Small Diameter Bomb (SDB) program fields a 250-pound
bomb that provides low-cost, precision strike capability and is de-
signed to increase weapon’s loads of fighters, bombers, and un-
manned aerial systems.

The first version of SDB, SDB-I, is an all-weather munition for
which the requirements are defeating stationary targets. SDB-1
uses global positioning system (GPS) and inertial navigation sys-
tem (INS) data to achieve the required precision. This munition
achieved initial operating capability in late 2006.

The second version of SDB, SDB-II, would add a tri-mode seeker
(radar, infrared, and semi-active laser) to the INS and GPS guid-
ance of the original SDB-I. These sensors are intended to provide
automatic target recognition features for striking mobile targets,
such as tanks, vehicles, and mobile command posts.

The Air Force plans to start low rate initial production of SDB-
II in 2014. Earlier this year, SDB-II flight test program was tem-
porarily suspended due to a flight test failure, but has since re-
sumed. Any further delays could affect the timing of Milestone C,
currently scheduled for August 2013, and could cause a delay in
having required assets available to outfit an F-15E squadron in
late 2016.

The committee is aware that there is a possible modification to
the SDB-I that would add a semi-active laser (SAL) sensor. This
might provide some, but not all, of the potential SDB-II capability
against mobile targets. The Air Force may want to consider this or
other options if there were additional flight testing difficulties that
would cast doubt on the success of the SDB-II program.

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of the Air Force
to brief the congressional defense committees on the status of the
entire SDB program no later than 90 days after enactment of this
Act. The briefing should include current status of SDB-II test pro-
gram, potential gaps in capabilities if SDB-II testing were to be de-
layed, examination of the mix of SDB-1 and SDB-II weapon capa-
bilities and costs, and recommended way ahead for SDB procure-
ment.

UH-1N replacement strategy

The committee is aware that the Air Force has a long-standing
need to replace its aging UH-1N helicopter fleet. The current UH-
1N fleet provides the Air Force with a capability to provide security
for Global Strike Command operations and to ensure continuity of
government and continuity of operations in the National Capital
Region. The committee acknowledges that the Air Force has had to
make difficult decisions on a replacement utility helicopter, but be-
lieves that the Air Force should articulate a strategy for modern-
izing the capability provided by these helicopters.

The committee directs the Secretary of the Air Force to provide
the congressional defense committees a report, not later than Feb-
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ruary 1, 2014, that assesses and categorizes the Air Force’s utility
helicopter capabilities to meet the full range of nuclear security
and continuity of government requirements and describes the Air
Force’s strategy towards meeting such requirements.

UH-72 light utility helicopter

The budget request included $96.2 million in Aircraft Procure-
ment, Army (APA), for the procurement of 10 UH-72 light utility
helicopters. According to the Army this is the final year of UH-72
purchases, truncating the total program buy at 315 aircraft instead
of the originally planned 346. The committee notes that even
though this ends production short of the original plan, the final buy
fully meets the documented UH-72 requirements of the Army Na-
tional Guard.

The committee is concerned that the Army’s decision may have
an impact on the UH-72 industrial base that increases risks over
time for the support of its fielded fleet of 315 aircraft. Therefore,
the committee directs the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Ac-
quisition, Logistics, and Technology to provide the congressional
defense committees with an assessment of the impact of production
termination on the UH-72 industrial base and support for the
fielded fleet. The Secretary’s assessment should address, but not be
limited to, the potential impacts on the parts supply chain includ-
ing mission modules, the availability of maintenance services, and
how the replacement of aircraft will be managed in the event of
any future losses. The Secretary shall submit this assessment not
later than 60 days after enactment of the National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 2014.

Uninterruptable power supply

The committee is aware of a funding shortfall associated with
procurement of the Uninterruptable Power Supply (UPS) required
for the new United States Strategic Command Replacement Facil-
ity. The committee also notes the UPS must be delivered no later
than July 2014 to avoid significant construction delays and/or con-
tract penalties.

The committee directs the Secretary of the Air Force to submit
a report to the congressional defense committees no later than Sep-
tember 30, 2013, identifying specific actions the Air Force is taking
to ensure the UPS is delivered by the construction need date.

Use of commercially available systems to support certain
Navy requirements

The Navy faces growing anti-access and area denial threats
around the world, specifically including Iranian small boat swarm
threats in the Arabian Gulf and in the Strait of Hormuz. In addi-
tion to this reality of increasing threats, the Navy faces tightening
resources from implementation of the Budget Control Act (Public
Law 112-25). The committee believes that the Navy, whenever pos-
sible, should seek to make maximum use of commercially available
systems to fill capability gaps in the most affordable manner.
Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of the Navy to sub-
mit a report to the congressional defense committees with the sub-
mission of the fiscal year 2015 budget request, including a classi-
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fied annex as necessary, that would identify: (1) any gaps in De-
partment of the Navy’s capability to deal with anti-access and area
denial threats; (2) if there are gaps, whether those gaps are covered
by other Department of Defense forces or systems; (3) if there are
gaps, to what extent there may be commercially available systems
to fill the capability gaps; (4) whether fielding commercially avail-
able systems could potentially avoid lengthy and costly research
and development programs; and (5) whether commercially available
systems are free from cyber threats.

War readiness engine shortfall

The committee understands that the Air Force faces a shortfall
of useable engines for the F-15 and F-16 fleets as compared to the
war readiness engine objective. Given that the Air Force will con-
tinue to rely on the F-15 and F-16 well into the foreseeable future,
maintaining the readiness of these fleets is imperative. The com-
mittee urges the Secretary of the Air Force to include sufficient re-
sources in future budgets for engines to avoid degrading readiness.






TITLE II—RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST,
AND EVALUATION

Subtitle A—Authorization of Appropriations

Authorization of appropriations (sec. 201)

The committee recommends a provision that would authorize ap-
propriations for research, development, test, and evaluation activi-
ties at the levels identified in section 4201 of division D of this Act.

Subtitle B—Program Requirements, Restrictions, and
Limitations

Conventional Prompt Global Strike program (sec. 211)

The committee is supportive of the Conventional Prompt Global
Strike (CPGS) program and realizes that efforts in developing
intermediate- and long-range hypersonic boost-glide systems have
the potential to provide significant military capability. However,
the committee is concerned that the strategic policy issues regard-
ing submarine-launched systems have not been considered ade-
quately. The committee recommends a provision that would pro-
hibit the Department of Defense (DOD) from executing any funds
in PE 64165D8Z related to the development of a submarine-
launched CPGS capability until 60 days after the Department de-
livers to the congressional defense committees a report that ad-
dresses the policy considerations concerning the ambiguity prob-
lems regarding the launch of CPGS missiles from submarine plat-
forms.

The CPGS program is currently an event-driven technology de-
velopment and demonstration program, and the committee recog-
nizes that in the current budget environment, DOD needs to take
a system-of-systems approach to develop an integrated strategic
plan that addresses the cost-benefit analyses of various launch ap-
proaches. The Director of Cost Assessment and Program Evalua-
tion (CAPE) shall conduct a study, to include the costs and benefits
of maritime and ground surface versus sub-surface launched CPGS
systems. While the committee recognizes that significant technical
development remains, it is not too early to begin considering the
fiscal implications of the various launch mechanisms, including in-
tegration costs. The committee notes that Section 1071 of the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013 (Public Law
112-239) required a report on the ability of national test and eval-
uation capabilities to support the maturation of hypersonic tech-
nologies for future defense systems development. This earlier re-
port effort is synergistic with the CAPE report. The CAPE report
shall be submitted to the congressional defense committees not
later than 180 days after the enactment of this Act.

(35)
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The committee directs the Under Secretary of Defense for Acqui-
sition, Logistics and Technology to report to the congressional de-
fense committees within 90 days after the enactment of this Act on
whether the CPGS activity should be managed under the Joint
Technology Office on Hypersonics under the Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Research and Engineering. The committee feels that
the synergies and efficiencies under this office could benefit the
broader boost-glide and air-breathing hypersonics community.

Modification of requirements on biennial strategic plan for
the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (sec.
212)

The committee recommends a provision that would make some
modifications to the biennial strategic plan requirement for the De-
fense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA). The modifica-
tions seek to make the plan more useful and assign responsibility
to the Director of DARPA versus the Secretary of Defense.

Extension of authority for program to award prizes for ad-
vanced technology achievements (sec. 213)

The committee recommends a provision, based upon a Depart-
ment of Defense legislative proposal, that would extend through
September 30, 2017, the authority for the Secretary of Defense to
carry out programs to award cash prizes in recognition of out-
standing achievements in scientific and technical research and de-
velopment.

Five-year extension of pilot program to include technology
protection features during research and development of
certain defense systems (sec. 214)

The committee recommends a provision, based upon a Depart-
ment of Defense legislative proposal, that would extend for an addi-
tional 5 years, to October 1, 2020, the pilot program addressing De-
fense Exportability Features to be incorporated in export versions
of major defense equipment.

Extension of mechanisms to provide funds for defense lab-
oratories for research and development of technologies
for military missions (sec. 215)

The committee recommends a provision that would extend the
authority of section 219(c) of the Duncan Hunter National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2009 (Public Law (110—417) until
September 30, 2020. Section 219 allows the Department of Defense
laboratories to use up to 3 percent of their funds for internal com-
petitive research and development, workforce development, and
limited laboratory revitalization activities.

Sustainment or replacement of Blue Devil Intelligence, Sur-
veillance, and Reconnaissance System (sec. 216)

The committee recommends a provision that would require the
Secretary of the Air Force to procure the currently deployed Blue
Devil intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) aircraft
or to develop a plan to replace that system with a comparable or
improved one.
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The leases for the existing Blue Devil system aircraft, deployed
in Afghanistan, will expire in the second quarter of fiscal year
2014. These manned aircraft are equipped with wide-area motion-
imagery (WAMI) cameras, which work in conjunction with a
ground-based signals intelligence (SIGINT) network that detects
and locates specific targets with high precision. These SIGINT
identifications and locations are used to cue analysts to spot and
track the targets through the motion imagery sensor. Assessments
of the performance of this system in theater have been outstanding,
and an operations research study conducted by the Air Force dem-
onstrated that a system based on a longer-endurance unmanned
aerial vehicle (UAV) that carries both the imagery and SIGINT ca-
pabilities would be even more flexible and effective.

U.S. Special Operations Command (SOCOM), through the Air
Force Big Safari program office, has already fielded a so-called near
vertical direction finding (NVDF) SIGINT sensor on an airborne
platform that replicates the capabilities of the ground-based
SIGINT system used in Blue Devil. SOCOM is procuring a podded
version of this sensor for deployment on Reaper UAVs. SOCOM
has also already paired this NVDF system with a motion imagery
camera, but that camera is a traditional full-motion video (FMV)
camera with a narrow field of view rather than a WAMI system.
NVDF systems can simultaneously detect and locate a very large
number of emitters in its field of view. An FMV camera, however,
can only track one target at a time because of its limited area cov-
erage. A WAMI camera, in contrast, could track many targets si-
multaneously, which matches the capability of NVDF sensors.

SOCOM is in discussions with the Defense Advanced Research
Projects Agency (DARPA) on partnering to transition DARPA’s
Wide Area Network Detection (WAND) technology, which combines
NVDF and WAMI and provides technology to track targets auto-
matically.

The Air Force has already fielded the DARPA-developed WAMI
system on the Reaper UAV called Gorgon Stare Increment 2, and
has funded the Massachusetts Institute of Technology Lincoln Lab-
oratory to develop NVDF technology under the name Blue Moon.
The Gorgon Stare pods are very large and weigh 1,500 pounds.
However, the Blue Moon system has not been integrated with Gor-
gon Stare or the Reaper and has performance limitations compared
to the SOCOM-fielded NVDF system.

The provision the committee recommends would require the De-
partment of Defense to integrate and rationalize all these disparate
activities to create an important capability for a recognized require-
ment.

The Air Force must work with SOCOM and DARPA to realize
these objectives. The Air Force can procure more of the mature
NVDF capability it has fielded for SOCOM, and integrate that with
its fielded Gorgon Stare WAMI systems on the Reaper. DARPA’s
WAND technology can enhance the performance of this integrated
capability. Likewise, the Blue Moon NVDF technology has impor-
tant capabilities that are lacking in the SOCOM-fielded NVDF sys-
tem that should be incorporated as soon as possible. This tech-
nology needs to be transitioned to industry broadly for future com-
petitions to improve NVDF performance. For the future, NVDF
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technology must be improved to deal with encryption-related target
identification limitations and next-generation signal types. Like-
wise, WAMI systems need to be dramatically reduced in size,
weight, and power requirements; industry has already developed
multiple competitive solutions.

To implement this direction, the committee recommends an in-
crease of $15.0 million to the budget request of $37.8 million in PE
35206F for Airborne Reconnaissance Systems. This increase is par-
tially offset by a reduction of $2.5 million to the request, which re-
flects the difference between the amount reflected in the budget ta-
bles provided to Congress and the amount contained in the Mili-
tary Intelligence Program justification volume.

Subtitle C—Missile Defense Programs

Homeland ballistic missile defense (sec. 231)

The committee recommends a provision that would express the
sense of Congress concerning homeland ballistic missile defense,
and require the Secretary of Defense to evaluate the advantages
and disadvantages of a range of potential future options for en-
hancing homeland ballistic missile defense, including the possible
deployment of a missile defense interceptor site on the East Coast,
and the possible deployment of an additional sensor on the East
Coast. The provision would require the Secretary to submit a re-
port on the evaluation, including such findings, conclusions, and
recommendations as the Secretary considers appropriate, for poten-
tial future options for homeland ballistic missile defense.

The United States currently has an operational homeland bal-
listic missile defense system, the Ground-based Midcourse Defense
(GMD) system, with 30 Ground-based Interceptors (GBIs) deployed
in Alaska and California. In appearances before the committee dur-
ing 2013, numerous senior military leaders testified that they are
confident in the ability of the current GMD system to protect the
entire United States, including the East Coast, from limited bal-
listic missile attacks from North Korea and Iran. The committee
agrees with the Department of Defense that this homeland missile
defense capability can and should be improved.

The committee notes that, on March 15, Secretary of Defense
Chuck Hagel announced a series of steps planned to enhance home-
land ballistic missile defense, as part of the homeland missile de-
fense hedge strategy, to stay ahead of the evolving long-range mis-
sile threat from North Korea and Iran. These steps include: the de-
ployment of an additional 14 GBIs at Fort Greely, Alaska—a near-
ly 50 percent increase—by 2017; the deployment of a second AN/
TPY-2 missile defense radar in Japan; the evaluation of potential
sites in the United States for possible future deployment of a mis-
sile defense interceptor site; and the establishment of a new com-
mon Kkill vehicle technology development program.

One element of the decision announced by Secretary Hagel was
the cancelation of the previous plan to develop the Standard Mis-
sile-3 (SM-3) Block IIB interceptor missile for Phase 4 of the Euro-
pean Phased Adaptive Approach to missile defense. Twenty-four
SM-3 IIB missiles had originally been intended for deployment at
an Aegis Ashore interceptor site in Poland in 2020, to augment the



39

GMD system in defending the United States from possible future
long-range Iranian missiles. However, congressional funding reduc-
tions and technical challenges had delayed the program beyond
2022, with significant uncertainties about its ability to accomplish
the intended mission. Secretary Hagel made clear that the U.S.
commitment to North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) missile
defense “remains ironclad,” including the planned Aegis Ashore in-
terceptor site deployments in Romania in 2015 and Poland in 2018.
According to Secretary Hagel, these deployments “will still be able
to provide coverage of all European NATO territory as planned by
2018.”

As Secretary Hagel and other Department of Defense officials ex-
plained, deploying the additional 14 GBIs in Alaska would provide
additional homeland defense at least 5 years sooner against both
North Korea and Iran, and at far less cost than the SM-3 IIB pro-
gram. Funds from the canceled SM-3 IIB program were redirected
for the deployment of the additional 14 GBIs and for the new com-
mon kill vehicle technology development program. They also ex-
plained that, before the 14 additional GBIs are deployed, the GMD
system would have to be tested and demonstrated successfully in
an intercept test, to provide confidence that the system would work
as intended.

This “fly before you buy” commitment is needed to demonstrate
the successful correction of the problem that caused a GMD flight
test failure in December 2010 with the Capability Enhancement-II
(CE-II) kill vehicle. The Government Accountability Office esti-
mates that correcting this problem and demonstrating its success
in flight tests will cost more than $1.2 billion and has caused pro-
gram delays of several years. The Missile Defense Agency (MDA)
has halted all assembly, integration, manufacture, and refurbish-
ment of GBIs with CE-II Kkill vehicles until the CE-II correction
is successfully demonstrated in flight testing, including an inter-
cept flight test planned for early 2014. The committee commends
MDA for this “fly before you buy” approach, and notes that further
procurement of GBIs, planned to replace the 14 GBIs that will be
deployed by 2017, would also depend upon successful demonstra-
tion that the CE-II kill vehicle will work as intended. The com-
mittee expects the GBI industry team to show the same level of
1commitmen‘c to demonstrating success in correcting the CE-II prob-
ems.

In testimony before the committee, Vice Admiral James Syring,
the Director of MDA, explained that improvements to the GMD
“kill chain,” particularly in sensors, discrimination, and kill assess-
ment, would provide an “absolutely needed benefit” that would be
“equally important to interceptors” in staying ahead of the evolving
threat from North Korea and Iran. The committee strongly sup-
ports Admiral Syring’s priority to improving the overall perform-
ance and effectiveness of the GMD system, and notes that these en-
hancements are intended to be cost-effective, timely, and afford-
able. Consequently, the committee directs the Director of MDA to
provide a report to the congressional defense committees, not later
than March 1, 2014, explaining the specific GMD kill chain en-
hancements that would be most beneficial to overall GMD effective-
ness, including any improvements in GBI reliability and perform-
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ance, and how and when MDA proposes to achieve those enhance-
ments.

Regional ballistic missile defense (sec. 232)

The committee recommends a provision that would express the
sense of Congress concerning the importance of regional ballistic
missile defense and would require the Secretary of Defense to pre-
pare a report on the status and progress of efforts to enhance re-
gional ballistic missile defense capabilities.

The committee notes that regional ballistic missile defenses pro-
vide a critical force protection capability for forward deployed U.S.
forces, as well as for allies and partners, against missile threats
from countries such as North Korea and Iran. North Korea’s public
threats in the spring of 2013 to use ballistic missiles against South
Korea, Japan, and Guam served as a stark reminder of the impor-
tance of regional missile defenses and the need to expand and im-
prove U.S. regional missile defense capabilities.

Regional missile defenses are a high priority for geographic com-
batant commanders. Lieutenant General Richard P. Formica, USA,
Commander of U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command,
and Commander of the Joint Functional Component Command for
Integrated Missile Defense, under U.S. Strategic Command, testi-
fied in May 2013 that the Global Ballistic Missile Defense Assess-
ment for 2012 concluded that the operational risk for regional mis-
sile defenses is higher than the homeland missile defense risk. The
Department of Defense is pursuing increased regional missile de-
fense capabilities, such as the European Phased Adaptive Approach
and similar approaches tailored to other regions, including coopera-
tion with allies and partners.

The committee supports the continued development, testing, and
deployment of regional missile defense capabilities such as the
Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense system and its associated Standard
Missile-3 interceptors, and the Terminal High Altitude Area De-
fense systems. The committee notes that missile defense tests over
the last year have demonstrated increasing capability for these sys-
tems, including the capability to launch on remote sensor data.

Missile defense cooperation with Russia (sec. 233)

The committee recommends a provision that would express the
sense of Congress that it is in the national security interest of the
United States to pursue efforts at missile defense cooperation with
Russia that would enhance the security of the United States, its
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) allies, and Russia, par-
ticularly against missile threats from Iran.

The provision states that such cooperation should not “in any
way limit United States” or NATO’s missile defense capabilities,”
and that the United States should not provide Russia with sen-
sitive information that would compromise United States national
security, including hit-to-kill technology and interceptor telemetry.
It also states that such cooperation should be pursued in a manner
that ensures that classified U.S. information is appropriately safe-
guarded and protected from unauthorized disclosure.

In testimony to the committee on May 9, 2013, Madelyn Creedon,
the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Global Strategic Affairs,
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stated that the United States “continues to seek cooperation with
Russia on missile defense, both bilaterally and with our allies,
through the NATO-Russia Council. We are pursuing this coopera-
tion because it would be in the security interest of all parties and
could strengthen the defensive capabilities of both NATO and Rus-
sia.” She also testified that the “United States has pursued missile
defense cooperation with Russia with the clear understanding that
we will not accept constraints on our missile defense systems, we
will implement the EPAA [European Phased Adaptive Approach],
and Russia will not have command and control over NATO ballistic
missile defense efforts.”

The committee notes that the NATO Chicago Summit statement
of May 20, 2012, reiterates NATO’s commitment to missile defense
cooperation with Russia, “such as the recent [NATO-Russia Coun-
cil] Theatre Missile Defense Exercise,” in order to “enhance Euro-
pean security.” The statement also says, “we look forward to estab-
lishing the proposed joint NATO-Russia Missile Data Fusion Cen-
tre and the joint Planning Operations Centre to cooperate on mis-
sile defense. We propose to develop a transparency regime based
upon a regular exchange of information about current respective
missile defense capabilities of NATO and Russia.”

Additional missile defense radar for the protection of the
United States homeland (sec. 234)

The committee recommends a provision that would require the
Missile Defense Agency to deploy an X-band radar, or comparable
sensor, at a location optimized to support the defense of the United
States homeland against long-range ballistic missile threats. The
provision would also authorize $30.0 million for the Missile Defense
Agency for the initial costs toward deployment of the radar.

The committee notes that the Director of the Missile Defense
Agency and the Commander of the Joint Functional Component
Command for Integrated Missile Defense have indicated that their
highest future investment priority for homeland ballistic missile
defense is the enhancement of sensor capabilities that will improve
threat discrimination and kill assessment, and thus permit more
effective defense. This provision would address that future invest-
ment priority.

The committee understands that the Missile Defense Agency has
expressed the importance of enhanced sensor capabilities relative
to both North Korea and Iran.

The committee believes that the additional sensor capability re-
quired by this provision should optimize the defense of the entire
United States homeland against long-range ballistic missile threats
from both North Korea and Iran.

Evaluation of options for future ballistic missile defense
sensor architectures (sec. 235)

The committee recommends a provision that would require the
Secretary of Defense to conduct an evaluation of options and alter-
natives for future ballistic missile defense sensor architectures in
order to enhance U.S. ballistic missile defense capabilities in a cost-
effective, operationally effective, timely, and affordable manner.
The provision would also require the Secretary to submit a report
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to Congress with the results of the evaluation, including such find-
ings, conclusions, and recommendations as the Secretary considers
appropriate.

The committee notes that the Department of Defense (DOD) ter-
minated the program to develop the Precision Tracking Space Sys-
tem (PTSS) because it concluded the acquisition risk and the cost
were too high and that it would not be affordable. PTSS was in-
tended to provide persistent space-based tracking of regional and
long-range ballistic missiles from nations such as North Korea and
Iran, particularly to permit enhanced defense against large re-
gional missile raids. The committee notes that the military still has
a need for improved tracking and targeting of ballistic missiles. It
is not yet clear how DOD intends to meet the need for enhanced
sensor coverage in the absence of PTSS. The committee expects
DOD to take advantage of the lessons learned from PTSS in its
evaluation of options for future sensor architectures.

In testimony before this committee, a number of witnesses, in-
cluding Vice Admiral James Syring, the Director of the Missile De-
fense Agency, testified that enhancing our missile defense sensor
system is a key near-term priority for improving our homeland and
regional missile defense capability, particularly for improving dis-
crimination and kill assessment of missile threats.

Prohibition on the use of funds for the MEADS program
(sec. 236)

The committee recommends a provision that would prohibit the
obligation or expenditure of fiscal year 2014 Department of Defense
funds for the Medium Extended Air Defense System.

Subtitle D—Reports and Other Matters

Annual Comptroller General of the United States report on
the acquisition program for the VXX Presidential Heli-
copter (sec. 251)

The committee recommends a provision that would require the
Comptroller General to produce an annual report on the VXX presi-
dential helicopter program until the program enters full rate pro-
duction or is cancelled, whichever comes first.

Budget Items
Army

Warrior Injury Assessment Manikin project

The budget request included $23.3 million across a number of
program elements for the development of a new blast test manikin
that would respond in a biofidelic manner when exposed to under-
body blast conditions experienced by mounted soldiers.

The committee notes that the development of such a test man-
ikin would significantly improve the Department’s ability to meas-
ure the projected injuries that could be caused by various blast
events caused by improvised explosive devices. Such information
would lead to improved survivability of ground combat vehicles.
Due to various programmatic issues, the program is facing a budg-
et shortfall that would lead to a schedule slip that would adversely
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impact the timeliness of critical design data for ground combat ve-
hicles.

The committee recommends an increase of $10.0 million to PE
62618A for the Warrior Injury Assessment Manikin project.

Long endurance multi-intelligence vehicle

The budget request included $29.0 million in PE 35205A for con-
tract close-out for the now-terminated long endurance multi-intel-
ligence vehicle. The committee notes that the amount required for
termination costs has not been determined and should be covered
by prior years’ appropriations. The committee recommends no fund-
ing for this activity in fiscal year 2014.

General Fund Enterprise Business Systems

The budget request included $17.3 million in PE 64882A for Gen-
eral Fund Enterprise Business Systems (GFEBS). The committee
notes that funds for the development of a classified module for

GFEBS were provided in a prior year. The committee recommends
a decrease of $17.1 million in PE 64882A for GFEBS.

Internet mapping

The budget request included $33.9 million in PE 65803A for
Technical Information Activities. Cyberspace is a vast new oper-
ational domain that has extensive and varied topography. As the
committee emphasized in its report (S. Rept. 112-173) accom-
panying S. 3254, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2013 (Public Law 112-239), charting this new terrain is as
fundamental to operations in cyberspace as maps of physical ter-
rain have always been to military campaigns.

Despite the obvious need, attempts to map the Internet so far
have been very modest. The Internet has appeared to be too com-
plex, too large in scale, and experiencing changes too rapidly. How-
ever, the committee is persuaded that commercial technology and
data sources are now available to capture the necessary detail at
the required speed and volume.

The Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence un-
derstands the need for a dynamic, comprehensive Internet mapping
capability, and is working with the Air Force Research Laboratory
to fund pilot projects to demonstrate the potential of commercial
technology and data sources. The Army’s Geospatial Center under
the Engineer Research and Development Center has also initiated
research and development to map this 21st century terrain.

The committee recommends authorization of an increase of $5.0
million in PE 65803A for the Army Geospatial Enterprise project
to enhance and expand its Internet mapping research.

Navy

Offensive anti-surface warfare weapon development

The budget request included $136.0 million in PE 64786N for de-
veloping an offensive anti-surface warfare (OASuW) weapon. This
follows on an enacted funding level of $86.8 million in fiscal year
2013. The Navy hopes to use these funds to develop an OASuUW
weapon system or systems solution that can be launched from the
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air or from surface vessels against hostile surface targets. These ef-
forts were largely in response to an urgent operational need state-
ment (UONS) seeking immediate capability.

In fiscal year 2013, the Navy had planned to release a request
for proposal, award one or more competitive prototyping contracts,
and establish a government program office team. The Navy also
had planned to issue a contract for $31.5 million for an accelerated
development effort to field an interim OASuW capability in April
2013. That contract effort has since been suspended due to chang-
ing priorities within the Navy, and some disagreement about the
validity of the UONS that initiated the effort. The budget exhibits
indicate that the funds instead would be used to mature tech-
nologies applicable to an OASuW program.

In fiscal year 2014, the Navy planned to spend the year pre-
paring for a milestone A acquisition decision that would not occur
until at least the first quarter of fiscal year 2015. In fiscal year
2015, the Navy budget exhibits indicate that the Navy will be con-
ducting competitive prototyping if required under new technology
development contracts awarded in fiscal year 2015. It is clear to
the committee that the Navy intends to conduct no such competi-
tive prototyping, but will instead try to transition a developmental
effort from the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency
(DARPA) into a program of record.

The committee fails to see the need to invest so much in a pro-
gram for which the urgency of the UONS is now in doubt, and cer-
tainly not to down select prematurely to a single program respond-
ing to a near-term requirement that would not deliver capability in
the near term.

Therefore, the committee recommends a decrease of $100.0 mil-
lion in PE 64786N. The committee believes it would be prudent to
continue government support activities anticipating a successful
milestone A graduation in fiscal year 2015, but that the Navy
should be able to do this with $36.0 million in fiscal year 2014, an
increase of roughly 39 percent above the fiscal year 2013 effort that
was not related to the cancelled accelerated development program.

The committee further expects the Navy to present a plan that:
(1) pursues a more competitive approach; and (2) yields a program
proceeding to a technology readiness level 6 before deciding on a
particular technical solution.

LHA-8 design effort

The budget request included $155.3 million in PE 64567N for
various ship design and research and development efforts, includ-
ing $30.8 million for the next amphibious assault ship, LHA-S.
Within the $30.8 million, $14.5 million is for LHA-8 ship design.
Navy LHA-8 program development and design activities have in-
volved two shipyards, among other contractors. The Navy intends
to begin procurement funding for LHA-8 in fiscal year 2015.

Repeated Navy shipbuilding programs have shown that failing to
complete a ship’s design before starting construction inevitably
leads to cost growth and schedule delays. The committee believes
that the Navy should invest more than it is currently planning to
invest in maturing the design of LHA-8 before starting construc-
tion activities.
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Therefore, the committee recommends an increase of $20.0 mil-
lion in PE 64567N for maturing the LHA-8 design.

Marine personnel carrier

The budget request included $20.9 million in PE 26623M for the
Marine Personnel Carrier (MPC). The committee notes that the
Marine Corps has deferred acquisition of the MPC until after it
meets more urgent requirements for a new amphibious combat ve-
hicle and the Joint Light Tactical Vehicle. The committee further
notes that there are prior-year funds available to continue any
MPC-related requirements analysis and determination or tech-
nology studies until a decision is made regarding the sequencing
and availability of resources for this capability. Therefore, the com-

mittee recommends a decrease of $20.9 million in PE 26623M for
the MPC.

Air Force

Operationally Responsive Space

The fiscal year 2014 budget requested no funding for the Oper-
ationally Responsive Space (ORS) program. The National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013 (Public Law 112-239) re-
jected the proposed termination of the ORS Office and required its
location be separate and distinct from the headquarters of the Air
Force Space and Missile System Center while reporting to the Di-
rector of the Center. Congress awaits the reports required from the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013 (Public
Law 112-239) on how the Department of Defense (DOD) will im-
plement the legislation and move ORS concepts into space acquisi-
tion programs. Most if not all of the concepts championed by the
ORS office such as low cost launch, disaggregation, and common
bus structures are now being embraced by DOD in times of fiscal
constraint. The committee recommends an increase of $10.0 million
to PE 64857F to continue the operations of the ORS office and
work on a low cost weather satellite as was briefed to the congres-
sional defense committees.

Tactical data networks enterprise

The budget request for tactical data networks enterprise included
$51.5 million in PE 64281F, including $21.4 million for airborne
networking enterprise.

Only $6.2 million of the amount for airborne networking enter-
prise is explained anywhere in the unclassified or classified budget
documentation. Therefore, the committee recommends a reduction
of $15.2 million in PE 64281F.

Tactical exploitation of national capabilities

The budget request included $89.8 million in PE 27247F for the
tactical exploitation of national capabilities (TENCAP) program. In-
cluded within this amount is $48.0 million to develop a communica-
tions pod for F-15 fighters to enable 5th generation and 4th gen-
eration fighters to communicate with one another. The total also
includes $28.8 million to procure advanced sensors and components
for installation on these communications pods.
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The committee appreciates the fact that elements of the Air
Force are finally responding to the serious and embarrassing prob-
lem that the 5th generation fighters (the F—22 and the F-35) can-
not communicate with one another or with the 4th generation
fighters. However, there are now multiple initiatives underway in
the Air Force that are not coordinated or well-planned. In addition,
there is no justification for pursuing fighter data link developments
in the TENCAP program, especially since this initiative will not
address the problem of relaying national-level intelligence informa-
tion to the fighters or relaying tactical information from the fight-
ers to national-level systems.
| Therefore, the committee recommends a reduction of $76.8 mil-
ion.

Joint surveillance/target attack radar system

The budget request included $57.5 million in Aircraft Procure-
ment, Air Force (APAF), for the E-8 modifications program and
$13.2 million in PE 27581F within Research, Development, Test,
and Evaluation (RDT&E), Air Force, for Joint Surveillance/Target
Attack Radar Systems (JSTARS). The level of the RDT&E request
reflects a reduction of $11.0 million from the enacted level of $24.2
million in fiscal year 2013, largely due to the planned retirement
of the T-3 aircraft that has been a dedicated testing and develop-
ment platform for the JSTARS program.

Although there have certainly been reductions in current devel-
opment activities, that does not mean that all development and in-
tegration activities are over. Losing the dedicated testing platform
is also troublesome because the Air Force has decided it cannot af-
ford to modernize the JSTARS capability by fielding a new plat-
form. That means that the Air Force will be relying on the 16 oper-
ational JSTARS aircraft and 11 Global Hawk Block 40 aircraft to
provide all of the synthetic aperture radar (SAR) and ground mov-
ing target indicator (GMTI) support for ground force operations for
the foreseeable future. Since the peacetime demand for these SAR
and GMTI services is so high, retiring the T-3 aircraft will mean
that operational aircraft would have to be diverted from other im-
portant tasks to support testing.

Therefore, to avoid this situation, the committee recommends an
increase of $9.9 million in PE 27581F for RDT&E to sustain T-3
operations during fiscal year 2014.

Air Force Applications Software Assurance Center of Excel-
lence

The budget request included $90.2 million in PE 33140F for the
Information Systems Security Program.

The committee has stressed for several years that the cybersecu-
rity problem is largely due to vulnerabilities in the software con-
trolling computing devices. The Air Force established the Applica-
tion Software Assurance Center of Excellence (ASACOE) in 2007 in
response to a serious breach that illuminated the software vulner-
ability problem in the Air Force and across the whole Department
of Defense (DOD). Despite the seriousness of the problem, however,
the Air Force has failed to provide the ASACOE with adequate
funding. While funding for the ASACOE’s government personnel is
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included in annual budget requests, funds for contractor support,
bulk licenses for code analysis tools, and other expenses necessary
to carry out the Center’s mission are not budgeted, forcing the Cen-
ter to live precariously on periodic fund transfers from other
sources.

Nonetheless, despite this handicap, the ASACOE has earned a
reputation for effectiveness and lasting impacts in improving the
security of many applications and acquisition programs, in the Air
Force and across DOD. In a report to Congress in July 2011, the
Secretary of the Air Force stated that “the capabilities dem-
onstrated by ASACOE are integral to the technical tool box” that
DOD will use to implement its Supply Chain Risk Management
strategy.

A report to Congress in October 2011 from the Secretary of De-
fense on a strategy for assuring the security of DOD software and
software-based applications listed the ASACOE and the National
Security Agency’s Center for Assured Software as organizations
that would be leveraged to implement DOD’s Trusted Systems and
Networks strategy. The report further stated that an internal DOD
study concluded that software vulnerability detection should be “or-
ganized centrally” to assure “a consistent response, coherent direc-
tion, and comprehensive coverage” at least until software assur-
ance expertise and resources are developed and diffused across the
Department. The committee believes that the ASACOE could sig-
nificantly contribute to the implementation of section 933 of the
National) Defense Authorization of Fiscal Year 2013 (Public Law
112-239).

The mission of ASACOE is to educate, train, equip, and assist
program management offices to achieve security in software devel-
opments and acquisitions. It provides these services through its ex-
pertise in software assurance requirements, design, standards, best
practices, technology and tools for code analysis, penetration test-
ing, training, and remediation.

The committee recommends an additional $10.0 million in PE
33140F to enable the ASACOE to fulfill this mission. These funds
will allow ASACOE to exercise the option year on its current con-
tract. The committee urges the Air Force to establish a regular
funding line in future budget requests for contractor support and
bulk license procurement, and a plan for assessment and remedi-
ation of critical software systems.

Defense-wide

National Defense Education Program

The budget request included $84.3 million in PE 61120D8Z for
the National Defense Education Program (NDEP) that funds three
activities related to Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathe-
matics (STEM) education: (1) Science, Mathematics, and Research
for Transformation (SMART) scholarship program; (2) National Se-
curity Science and Engineering Faculty Fellowship (NSSEFF); and
(3) pre-kindergarten through 12th grade (PK-12) STEM.

In the fiscal year 2014 President’s budget request, the adminis-
tration consolidated most STEM programs across the government,
including the Department of Defense (DOD), to the Department of
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Education, the National Science Foundation, and the Smithsonian
Institution. While the consolidation was well-intended to eliminate
unnecessary duplication of activities in this area across hundreds
of programs, little analytical effort appeared to be expended to de-
termine which exact programs should be transferred. In the case
of DOD, the PK-12 program was terminated with much of the
funding transferred to NSSEFF. Given that DOD has a vested in-
terest in building a foundation with PK-12 activities to motivate
and encourage children to pursue STEM careers for national secu-
rity purposes, the committee directs that $10.0 million in this PE
be transferred from NSSEFF back to PK-12 activities that have
participation by DOD laboratories and directly benefit the children
of DOD families.

Additionally, the committee directs the Secretary of Defense to
report to the congressional defense committees on DOD execution
of the NDEP no later than 180 days after enactment of this Act.
The report will include an overall assessment of the outcomes of
the NDEP program; a historic and projected examination of
SMART, NSSEFF, and PK-12 STEM funding levels; a comparison
of NDEP to other fed